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LONDON, MAY 21, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Commirrer for devising a scheme of fusion with respect to 
the Chancery Offices continues to meet diligently every Tuesday. If 
report speaks truly, the majority of the members are not of opinion 
that the prrubrdce | “fusion” is advisable, and, if they have the 
courage of their opinions, they will frankly tell the Chancellor 
that the resolutions of the previous committee were a mistake, and 
ought not, to be carried out. 





STATEMENTS HAVE APPEARED in the daily papers to the effect that on 
the Queen’s birthday, Tuesday next, the courts will not sit and that 
the offices will be closed. The rule relating to the subject (R. 8. C., 
1883, ord. 63, r. 22, which says that it shall not be necessary for the 
courts to sit on the day appointed to be kept as the Queen’s birth- 
day, is only permissive, and, Tuesday next being so near the end 
of the sittings, it is not improbable that several of the courts will 
sit on that day ; and we are informed that Mr. Justice Kay has 
already announced his intention to do so. No order for the closing 
of the offices had been issued up to Thursday. 





Tue Lory Cuancettor on Tuesday postponed the discussion in 
committee of the Land Transfer Bill until after Whitsuntide. He 
said that, ‘‘ without departing from the main lines of the Bill, he 
was desirous, as far as he could, to meet the suggestions which 
had been thrown out by his noble and learned predecessors, and this 
he had endeavoured to do, by a number of clauses, which were, of 
course, of a technical nature, and could not be suddenly put before 
the House so as that their lordships should be able to understand 
them at once.”” This was certainly reasonable, inasmuch as the 
amendments proposed by the Lord Chancellor cover nearly twenty- 
one pages of the same size as the Bill, which itself (excluding the 
schedules) occupies less than twenty-four pages. Many of the 
amendments need the most careful examination to ascertain their 
exact effect, and we cannot pretend this week to discuss them 
in detail. Wemay remark, however, that Mr. Grecory’s letter 
to the Times has borne fruit in a new clause relating 
to succession duty, the effect of the provision being that the 
duty is to be an incumbrance on land like any other charge, and 
may be regi as such; that the Land Transfer Board, on 
having brought to their notice the death of any registered 
proprietor, are to enter on the register a caution as to liability to 
succession duty and inform the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
of such entry; the caution is to expire at the end of six months 
unless renewed by the commissioners, but after the expiration of 
two years from the entry the commissioners are not to be entitled 
to renew such caution unless they satisfy the board, or, on appeal, 
the court, that ‘‘the failure to satisfy the payment of succession 
duty has not arisen from any want of diligence on the part of 
the commissioners.” We observe, also, amendments to claure 5 
which indicate that the relations of the Bill’ to’ the Settled Land 


530 | conferred by the Conveyancing Act, 
sa1 ) gee to convey the interest vested 


Acts have received 4 
| upon them before the preparation of 





Tue Covrr or Apprat have affirmed Mr. Justice Noxrn’s 
cision in Hobson v. Howes (ante, p. 254), that 
1881, only 
in him, and, 
equitable mortgagee by deed of freehold 
mortgage'l have oe under the i 
convey the legal estate to the 
conveyancers has, we believe, been in accordance 
now established, but it was understood 


524) taken by an eminent member of the 


apart from a consideration of the 


584 | Lord Cranwortn’s Act, there is 
547 | decision of the Court of Appeal 


which we drew attention at the 

—viz., the variation of the language 

ancing Act, 1881, from that of section 

Act. The latter section enables the mortgagee 
property sold for all the estate and interest in whi 
son who created the charge had power to dispose of,” 
tion 21 of the Conveyancing Act, 

mortgagee to convey ‘the 
interest therein as is the subject of the mo: ; e 
be a reasonable presumption that, when words in a previous 
dealing with the same‘subject-matter are altered in a subseq' 
Act, they are intended to bear different meanings. 
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THE ANNUAL ELECTIONS of persons to serve on the M 
vestries are now taking place, or about to take in accordance 
with the Metropolis Management Act, 1855. We believe that as 
yet no woman has been elected to serve a metropolitan ’ 
and we understand that the question woman 
eligible is considered by great authorities 
looking at the Act, however, we incline to thi 
eligible. By section 2 ‘the ve in every pari 
Act ‘shall consist of a certain number of 
elected as herein provided,” and by i 
under the Act ‘‘ shall consist of 
relief of the poor upon a rental 
No doubt the Act constantl ks 0 
the terms Ke pnt when ref ing 
the vestry. But, as the was passed 
Act (18 Vict. c. 21), by which “in all Acts 
masculine gender ehall be deemed and i 
unless the contrary as to gender is expressly p 
descriptions would not apparently ive 
unmistakably conferred upon them in the 
word ‘‘ persons.” It is, moreover, material 
Hosnovse’s Act for the election of select vestries, 
c. 60 (repealed and superseded in the Metropo 
1855), “resident householders” i i 
cation may sit on a — ‘ oe although in that 
term “‘ vestrymen ”’ is , it is expressly provided * 
eco er = b several words in this Act vi ye t be restricted, 
although the same may be subsequently referred to in the masculine 
gender.” 
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CanEruL READERS of the law reports which appear in 
issue of the 7imes must have observed, among man 
ful things, the development of a novel 
note. The various stages through which thi 


A few months ago the practice 

general observation* on 

“This was an amusing case,” &c. 

ever, has the disadvantage of becoming, in 
monotonous, and when an enterprizing i 
ing the formula, headed a certain ; 
somewhat ghastly case,” the practice seemed to receive a 
It still survives, however, for we observed 
|acquaintance ‘‘ This’ was a’ sr case” heading 
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Aatrow: v. Read. But, for the most the headnote has 
recently taken a new form, descriptive of the persons to whom the 


case be of interest. From some recent issues of 
the Times we have culled the following specimens of the latest 


& 
E 
Ss 


“ Winter v. Baker.—This was a case of considerable interest to the 


great number of people who, without being of a particularly nervous or 
sensitive irritated and annoyed by such popular per- 
, 


temperament, are 
formances as the playing of brass bands, barrel organs, &c.’ 
This we place first as being perhaps the most highly finished 
of all the headnotes we have to offer. The refinement of the dis- 
tinction drawn between persons of “‘a particularly nervous or 


sensitive tem t,”” and persons “irritated and annoyed by 
the playing of brass bands, barrel organs, &c.,” is worthy of 


special attention. The case had obviously no interest to the 
former class, but was ‘of considerable interest’ to the latter. 
We now proceed to a few less elaborate specimens :— 

“ Hartley v. Gardner,—This was a case of some interest as bearing upon 
the liabilities of those who receive animals, pictures, or other valuable 

for exhibition.” 

“* Whitaker and Another v. Dunn.—This case was one of some interest 
to the many persons who have building work done.”’ 

6 M’ Manus v. Cooke.—This case raised a question of some interest and 

to owners of houses in towns.’’ 


And eo on through all the different relations of life. It is 
obvious that this kind of headnote is capable of infinite variation, 


and its capabilities have evidently not yet been fully appre- 
ciated. y should not the Divorce Court reports in the Times 


be headed— 

**'This was a case of some interest to persons about to marry.” 
And the reports of breach of promise cases— 

** This was a case of considerable interest to the great number of per- 
sons who, withcut really intending to marry, engage in flirtation.” 
And the assize and police reports of robberies and thefts— 

“This case raised a question of some interest and importance to the 
large class of persons who desire to appropriate other persons’ goods.” 
We suppose it must have been by way of protest against the new 

that a cynical reporter in the Times a few days ago, 

after gravely stating a case heard before the House of Lords, 

:—“* The case was of no interest except to the parties con- 

cerned.” Weventure to suggest that the addition of this foot- 

note to many of the other reports in the Zimes would be more in 
accordance with fact than the headnote at present in fashion. 





For tHE InForMation of those who have no time to peruse blue 
books we may give the text of the two resolutions arrived at by 
Lord Setzorne’s Committee, and for the carrying out of which 
resolutions a fresh committee is now endeavouring to devise a 
scheme. ‘‘4. That the whole administrative staff of the Chancery 
Division in London shall eventually be brought under the control 
of the several chancery judges, by attaching to each judge a 
sufficient number of clerks to do all the business of chancery 
causes and matters, including the drawing of orders and taxing of 
costs; the duties of such clerks and the distribution of business 
among them to be determined by rules to be made by the judges 
of the Chancery Division.” ‘‘5. That, in order to carry out the 
object of the last preceding resolution, power be taken by which, 
om any vacancy occurring among the registrars or taxing masters 
or their clerks, such vacancies shall be filled by appointing 
additional chief and other clerks to act with the present chief 
clerks and their clerks.”” The first observation to be made on 
these resolutions is that one of the commissioners—namely, 
Mr. Justice Pxanson—expressly dissented from them, on the 

as to the registrars, that at present they circulate in all 

the courts, including the Court of Appeal, and by that means 
obtain wide experience of the practice, and are often able to assist a 
jedee in framing a decree by informing him of what another judge 
done under similar circumstances, and that in the absence of 
special knowledge in the proposed clerks, who would not so 
the judges will be embarrassed for want of the assistance 
now obtain. As to the taxing masters, he thought 


they 
a = advantage that “7 should be entirely sep- 
earlier stages 


HE 


the all matters in respect of 





which they have to tax the bills of costs, thus being kept 

t and impartial, so that no solicitor need fear their 
being gs gree by any opinion they have formed in the 
progress of litigation. The recommendation of the committee in 
their report is that, ‘As in Resolutions 4 and 5, by degrees the 
separate offices of registrars and taxing masters should be abolished, 
clerks of equal qualifications being assigned to each judge to per- 
form their duties.” The next observation is that this is not an 
amalgamation of the three offices of registrar, chief clerk, and 
taxing master ; it is merely calling the first and last-named of these 
officers by other names, and attaching a certain proportion of them 
to each chancery judge It almost goes without saying that such 
a plan, if carried out, would tend to set up a different practice 
according to the different views of the several judges, and to make 
the carrying on of business in chambers more and more complicated 
by aired | the difficulty of learning the particular requirements 
of each staff. 





WHEN a pLaintirr, having brought an action, desires to dis- 
continue it, the general condition is that he shall pay the defend- 
ant’s costs. The distinction between a defendant in such a case 
and a person appearing on the hearing of a winding-up petition is 
not very clear. Mr. Justice Norrn, in Re The District Bank of 
London (ante, p. 427), seems to have treated the two as in alto- 
gether different positions. A shareholder of the company pre- 
sented a petition for winding up, apparently for the purpose of 
expediting proceedings already in progress for winding up volun- 
tarily. Certain shareholders who took copies of the petition were 
informed that, in a certain event, the petition would be withdrawn, 
and that the petitioner, on asking leave to withdraw, would object 
to these shareholders having any costs. Inthe result the expected 
event happened, and Mr. Justice Norra dismissed the petition 
without costs. In considering this point it must be borne in mind 
that a winding-up petition is different from most other petitions ; 
an advertisement being issued inviting all the creditors and con- 
tributories of the company to come in and oppose or support the 
prayer of the petition. The courts have laid down a rule as to the 
costs of persons appearing on these petitions calculated to deter 
unnecessary appearances, but it seems scarcely consistent with 
justice that a petitioner should be able to invite persons concerned 
to come and be present at the decision of the court and then to 
withdraw his case, leaving his opponents to pay their own costs. 





WE MAY REMIND our readers that the twenty-seventh anniversary 
festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association is to be held on 
Thursday, June 9, at the ‘‘ Whitehall Rooms,” Hétel Métropole, 
London, Mr. E. J. Bristow in the chair. A suggestion has been 
made that members of the profession should unite in making this 
festival a suitable celebration of the Jubilee Year, and that 
annuities should be founded to be known in perpetuity as the 
‘* Victoria Annuities.” It would be difficult to suggest a more 
suitable mode of celebration for solicitors, and we trust that the 
appeal of the board will meet with a large response. We ven- 
tured, about a year ago, to question the expediency of restricting. 
in accordance with a traditional policy, the amount of relief 
afforded. Our observations, although rendering the fullest justice 
to the admirable manner in which the society was administered 
upon the ancient lines, did not, we believe, meet with a very 
cordial reception by the board. We are happy to observe, how- 
ever, that they have not been without effect. The total relief 
granted in 1885 was £2,995, while last year the sum suddenly 
sprang up to £3,868. The board may be sure thut the true way 
to make their present appeal a success is to announce that their 
object and policy in the future will be that no case of real want 
shall go unrelieved or inadequately relieved. 





Mr. Forp’s application for an interlocutory injunction against 
the admission of members of the Law Society Club who are not 
also members of the Incorporated Law Society has failed, and we 
may be permitted to express a hope that we have seen the last of 
these unseemly intestine contests. 
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THE LIMITS OF THE RULE IN GEORGE ». CLAGETT. 


Tue case of Oooke v. Eshelby, recently decided in the House of 
Lords (12 App. Cas. 271), is one of some importance, not because 
the point actually decided in the case could be really considered 


doubtful, but because it appears to be the first occasion on which | J 


the subject involved has come before the highest legal tribunal. 

The question was as to the true limits of the doctrine laid down 
in the well-known case of George v. Clagett (7 T. R. 359, 2 Sm. 
L. C., 8th ed., p. 118). The head-note to that case states the 
result of the decision as follows—viz., that, if a factor sells goods 
as his own and the buyer knows nothing of any principal, the 
buyer may set off any demand he may have on the factor against 
the demand for the [price of the] goods made by the principal. 
The terms of this proposition are perhaps rather too sweeping 
unless read by the light of the facts of the case itself. In the 
note to the case in Smith’s Leading Cases that learned author 
states that the decision too clearly results from natural equity to 
need much discussion or explanation. He subsequently states that 
the rule is subject to the exception that it “ only applies when the 
party contracting has not the means of knowing that the party 
with whom he contracts is but an agent. If he has the means of 
knowing, and, though he may not be expressly told, still must be 
supposed to have known that he was dealing, not with a principal, 
but with an agent, the reason of the rule ceases, and then cessante 
ratione cessat lex.’’ This qualification of the rule seems open to 
objection on the ground of ambiguity, because it half implies, but 
does not exactly state, that the means of knowledge must always 
be considered equivalent to knowledge that the agent is not a 
principal. It may be observed that the judgment in Baring v. 
Corrie (2 B. & A. 137), on which it is based, seems open to the 
same objection. 

In the case of Oooke v. Eshelby, which we are discussing, the 
facts were these :—L. & Co. sold cotton to C. in their own names, 
but really on behalf of an undisclosed principal. C. knew that 
L. & Co. were in the habit of dealing both for principals and on 
their own account, and had no belief on the subject whether they 
made this contract on their own account or for a principal. It 
was held that C. could not, in an action brought by the principal 
for the price of the cotton, set off a debt due from L. & Co. 

The reason for this decision seems tolerably obvious. The 
natural equity upon which such a claim of set off depends appears 
to be, so far as we understand it, that the purchaser was induced 
to enter into the contract because he thought the agent was selling 
as principal, and having regard to the existing state of the account 
between himself and the agent, or that the debt sought to be set 
off was allowed to be contracted or to remain unsued for because 
supposed to be practically secured to the extent of the set off. 
The purchaser might let the supposed vendor have goods practically 
in payment of his own debt, when he would not trust him for them 
on credit. It is true that in particular cases the supposed natural 
equity might not really exist in fact, the defendant not having 
been induced, in fact, to alter his position on the faith that the 
agent was principal, but our legal forefathers had a sound and 
sturdy faith in the excellence of general rules as preventing pre- 
carious inquiries into doubtful questions of fact, and so it was laid 
down generally that in all such cases the equity existed. It is 
rather curious to observe how very little the real grounds of it are 
worked out in George v. Clagett and the case of Rabone v. Williams 
cited therein. But, in any case, it is clear that, when a defendant 
did not, in fact, believe that the agent was selling as principal, the 
groundwork of the equity fails altogether. 

The headnote to the report of the case we are discussing in the 
Law Reports states the general principle thus: ‘‘ Where an agent 
sells in his own name for an undisclosed principal, and the prin- 
cipal sues the buyer for the price, the buyer cannot set off a debt 
due from the agent, unless in making the contract he was induced 
by the conduct of the principal to believe, and did, in fact, believe, 
that the agent was selling oa his own account.” It may be 
observed that the actual facts of the case did not cover the whole 
of this proposition. It being admitted that the defendant did not 
believe that the agent was acting as principal, it was im- 
material to consider whether it would be that 
the plaintiff should have induced him by his conduct so to be- 
lieve. But, nevertheless, it seems clear from the judgments and 





the reason of the thing that the proposition so stated is a carrect 


a belief, it surely can only orise 


intiff has caused in some way—or, in other words, which the — 
t was entitled to derive from his conduct. Nice questions . 
may Lager iggy, Sr as to what conduct or circumstances would 


ief on the defendant’s =. It seems hardly 
su 


only to act as agents or go-betweens, such as some kinds of brokers, 
there would generally be very little question. In George v. 


Clagett the agents were factors to whom the possession of, or. 


indicia of title to, goods is or are intrusted by their principals for 


the purposes of sale, and also were in the habit of selling goods. 
agents were 


on their own account. In Cooke v. Eshelby the ts 
brokers, and also were in the habit of acting as principals. 


obvious that a good deal would turn on the nature of the agent’s 


business, and how far it was known, or could be known, or not, to 
the plaintiffs or the defendants respectively. 








THE INCIDENCE OF ADMINISTRATION COSTS. 
IV. 


Tere should have been added (ante, p. 424) to the administration 
costs falling on the residuary personal estate . 

(c) The costs of getting in or converting and remitting to this 
country personal estate in @ or foreign country, together 
with all duties payable to the Government oY such colony or 
in respect of such personal estate (Peter v. Stirling, 1878, 27 W. 
429, 10 Ch. D. 29). In that case a testator who died domiciled 
in England had personal estate in the Colony of Victoria, where 
duty is payable on the property of all The duty 
payable amounted to £2,800, and it was conte! by the residuary 
legatees that the colonial duty should be paid by each legatee on 
the proportion of his legacy which the assets in Victoria bore to 
the whole assets, but Malins, V.C., held that, ‘‘ whatever are the 
expenses of getting in these assets in Victoria, whether they are 
the expenses of calling them in, or selling property, or paying duty 
to the Government, they are all deductions to be made as expenses 
of the estate to be paid out of the estate generally ; and that which 
remains after paying all the debts of the testator remains as assets 
of the testator, and goes to pay the legacies in full.” t 


the residuary personal estate is insufficient for their payment, and 
upon this subject the cases are frequently inconsistent, and difficult 
to reduce to any definite general principle. 

general princi either of which might have been adopted, but 
neither of which has, in fact, been completely dd. In Eyre 
v. Marsden (1839, 4 My. & Or. 243), Lord | laid down 


the rule that administration costs “should be in such a. 
manner us not to disappoint the legal directions of the testator” ; 


hence, that any bers of a estate a - for any Senet Se 
the dispositions of his will, is to be applied in paymen 
of antatstsation in preference to, and hatdens te hereaneen 
of, those parts of his estate which are affected by ; 
positions.” It is true that Lord Cottenham was 

of the personal estate only, but the principle is one w 
have been reasonably poss a I 
We shall see that this principle has not been so applied. 
course which might have been adopted is to follow the rules 
have been laid down as to the order of assets for payment 
debts. In Harrison v. Harrison (1872, 8 Ch., at 

[1]), Romilly, M.R., laid it down that administration 
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Hg spoon decislane =pim. She, Wve of debts are 
as authorities on the ‘q of the payment 


of 
costs. But, as we shall see, the order prescribed for the: 
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cient to pay the administration costs, the deficiency must be made 
- 4 by the pecumary legatees (Tompkins v. Oolthurst, 1875, 24 
R. 267, 1 Ch. D. 626; see also Collins v. Lavis, 1869, 8 Eq. 
708; Dugdale v. Dugdale, 1872, 14 Eq. 234). These decisions 
are opposed to one of the points decided in Hensman v. Fryer 
(1867, 16 W. R. 162, 3 Ch. 420, 426), where Lord Chelmsford, 
-» held that where the general personal estate is insufficient for 
payment of debts and legacies, the pecuniary legatees and the 
residuary devisee must contribute rateably to the payment of the 
debts which the general personal estate was insufficient to satisfy ; 
but in each of the three above-mentioned cases the decision on 
this point was treated as mistaken, and opposed to the settled rule 
of the court; and in Tomkins v. Volthurst, Malins, V.C., said that 
* No one denies that it has been the rule of the Court of Chancery 
that pecuniary legacies are, in case of the deficiency of the general 
ear estate, the primary fund for payment of the debts and 
and testamentary expenses.” This is in conflict with the 
rule on which Romilly, M.R., said (in Harrison v. Harrison, ubi 
supra) “he had for many years acted,” under which real estate 
descended was applied in payment of debts and administration 
costs in priority to pecuniary legacies ; but it is to be observed 
that, on appeal in that case, Lord Selborne, C., said that ‘it 
does not appear to us to be a true result, either of principle or of 
the English authorities, that the costs of the general administra- 
tion of the personal estate would have been thrown on the 
[descended } real estate in favour of legatees upon the principle of 
} ? 


(8) Next in order comes the descended real estate (Barber v. 
Wood, 1877, 4 Ch. D. 885, 886 ; see also Galton v. Hancock, 1744, 
2 Atk. 430; Wood v. Ordish, 1855, 3 Sm. & Giff., at p. 128). In 
Barber v. Wood, Hall, V.C., after deciding that certain real estate 
descended to the heir-at-law, said that ‘‘it must be the first real 
estate to be applied in payment of debts in case there be a de- 
ficiency in the personalty.”” It seems that the same rule applies 
to the payment of administration costs (Morley v. Tunstall, 1859, 

» but see extract from the decree given in 7 Eq., at p. 
416 note (1); see also the judgment in Scoft v. Cumberland, 
1874, 18 Eq., at p. 583; and Row v. Row, 1869, 7 Eq. 414, in 
which case, however, James, V.C., expresses a doubt as to whether 
the rule would apply if the heir-at-law had had ‘‘a clear legal 
estate in the property descended to him.’’) 

Maddison v. Pye (1863, 32 Beav. 658) and Bagot v. Legge 
(1864, 2 Dr. & Sm., at p. 262) are, at first sight, opposed to this 
rule, inasmuch as in both those cases it was held that administra- 
costs must be borne rateably by the descended and devised 
estates. It is to be observed, however, that in Maddison v. Pye 
the testator’s personal estate had been duly administered, appar- 
ently out of court, and the suit was merely to administer the 
real estate ; moreover, there was an agreement for compromiee of 
the suit, the terms of which the court held (see p. 659) to mean 
that the costs should be borne by the whole of the real estate. 
is rather odd that so much should have been made of this de- 
in subsequent cases ; the decision appears to have turned on 
circumstances, and ought not to to have been reported at 
is, moreover, very badly reported, neither the terms of 
names of the counsel being given. The judg- 
v. Legge (ubi supra) expressly recognizes ‘the 
costs being first payable out of the personal 
t of the descended estates,” and distinguishes 
court on the ground that there was no personal 
e en oe were entirely as to the rights of the 
and the rights of the devisees and heir-at-law. 
decisions of the Court of A (referred to ante, p. 459), 
exclusively occasioned by the administration of the real 
the testator are to be borne by the real estate exclusively, 
be Por cocci that both the above-mentioned decisions 

be consi as applying only to the case of costs excla- 
sively occasioned by the ber istration of a testator’s real estate, 
and as prescribing the manner in which such costs are to be borne. 

It Be = athe lapsed shares of residuary real estate are to 
be of on A footing of descended real estate as 

priority of application in payment of administration costs 
rp ach Cumberland, ubi supra—a decision which has not been 
overruled—but see the remarks of Jessel, M.R., in Zrethewy v. 
Hoelyor, 1876, 4 Ch. D., at p. 57, and of Pearson, J., in Hurst v. 
Hurd, 1884, 28 Ch. D., at p. 169). Real estate which has 
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descended to a testator’s heir-at-law by reason of a forfeiture by 
the devisee under the will is not liable to pay administration 
costs in priority to specifically-devised estate (Hurst v. Hurst, 
1884, 28 Ch. D. 159). 

It seems, however, that, if the testator has expressly or im- 
pliedly charged the whole of his real and personal estate with 
payment of his debts and testamentary expenses, the descended 
and specifically-devised real estate will be liable rateably to pay- 
ment of administration costs (Stead v. Hardaker, 1873, 21 W. RB. 
258, 15 Eq. 175; see the judgment in Scott v. Cumberland, 1874, 
18 Eq., at p. 585). 

(9) In case the assets before mentioned are insufficient for pay- 
ment of administration costs, such costs must be borne by the 
specifically-bequeathed personalty, specifically-devised realty, and 
residuary realty rateably according to value (Jackson v. Pease, 
1874, 28 W. R. 43, 19 Eq..96; Lancefield v. Iggulden, on appeal, 
1874, 23 W. R. 136, 10 Gh. 136). The basis of the rule is that a 
resiluary devise is still specific, notwithstanding the 24th section 
of the Wills Act (Hensman vy. Fryer, ubi supra). 

(10) It seems that the last assets to be applied in payment of 
administration costs are real or personal property over which the 
testator had a general power of appointment. This is the rule with 
regard to the payment of debts, on the ground that such property 
is not the property of the testator (Fleming v. Buchanan, 1853, 3 
De G. M. & G. 976, 979); and it is presumed, though we find no 
decision upon the point, that such property is applicable to pay- 
ment of administration costs of a will, and in the same order as in 
the case of payment of debts. 

(11) In the administration of property subject to a power of ap- 
pointment the administration costs fall rateably on the appointed 
and unappointed shares of the property (Warren v. Postlethwaite, 
1845, 2 Coll. 108, 123; Trollope v. Routledge, 1847, 1 De G. & 
Sm. 662, 671; Moore v. Dixon, 1880, 29 W. R. 12, 15 Ch. D. 
566). It is to be observed that all these cases were decided on the 
administration of the trusts of marriage settlements, and that in 
Moore v. Dixon (ubi supré) Malins, V.C., laid some stress upon 
the circumstance that all the objects of the power were ‘ pur- 
chasers for value, and entitled to take free from costs as far as 
they can.” There appears to be no reported case where the ques- 
tion has arisen in the administration of a will, bat it is presumed 
that the rule will apply to the partial exercise by will of a power 
of appointment over a fund settled by a marriage settlement. 

(12) Where administration costs to which the specifically-devised 
personal estate and the real estate are bound to contribute are paid 
in the first instance out of the general personal estate, each of the 
other funds must pay interest on the amount which it ought to 
have contributed at the time when the payments were made out of 
the general personal estate. This appears to follow from the 
decision of Mr. Justice North in Ashworth v. Munn, reported in 
last week’s issue of the Wrrxty Rerorter (85 W. R. 512). In 
that case a testator devised and bequeathed his real and personal 
estate as a mixed fund, and directed that, after payment of his 
debts, funeral and testamentary expenses, legacies, and expenses of 
execution of the trusts, it should be held on certaintrusts. Under 
these provisions, of course, the debts and other charges fell rateably 
on the whole of the testator’s estate. In the course of administra- 
tion by the court, however, the debts and some of the legacies 
had been paid, in the first instance, out of the general personal 
estate. The question was now raised whether, besides contributing 
rateably to the payment, the specifically-bequeathed personal estate 
and real estate were liable to pay to the personal estate interest on 
the amount of capital which they ought to have contributed at the 
time when the payments were made out of the personal estate. 
There seems to have been no previous direct authority on the 
point, but Mr. Justice North held that interest was payable. 
“One of the three funds,” he said, “has contributed an undue 
proportion of the charges. There were good reasons for its doing 
so in the first instance ; but now an adjustment of the amount of 
the contribution is to be made between the three funds, and I think 
that each of them ought to be placed in the same position as if it 
had contributed its opt proportion at the time at which it ought 
to have done so. It seems to me, therefore, that the real estate, 
for instance, ought now to contribute, not only its proportion of 
the capital, but also interest thereon from the respective times 
at which the payments were made. The s who are entitled 
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debts at the proper time, would not thenceforth have received the 
args of the capital which they had contributed, as they have, in 
t, done,” 








REVIEWS. 
SEARCHES, 


On SEARCHES: CONTAINING A Concise TREATISE ON THE LAW OF 
JUDGMENTS, ExxcutTions, Lis PENDENS, BANKRUPTOY, INSOL- 
VENCY, ANNUITIES, AND STATUTORY CHARGES, AS AFFECTING LAND. 
By Howarp Warsurton EtpainsTong, M.A., author of “A 
Practical Introduction to Conveyancing,” and one of the authors 
of ‘‘Key and Elphinstone’s Compendium,” and of ‘ Elphinstone, 
Norton, and k on Interpretation of Deeds,” and James 
Wit14M Cxark, M.A., Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, one of 
the authors of ‘‘ Elphinstone, Norton, and Clark on Interpretation 
of Deeds,” Barristers-at-Law. W. Maxwell & Son. 


This work will not require any introduction to the readers of the 
SonictTorRs’ JOURNAL, or, we venture to think, an elaborate 
testimony to its merits. The articles ‘‘ Concerning Hac By ” which 
appeared in these columns at the close of last year and the com- 
mencement of the present year were, we believe, y recogni 
as supplying a want in legal literature, and affording in a terse and 
clear form information of great practical value to the con- 
veyancer. The labour and research which were expended in the 
exploration of a subject in many parts previously almost untrodden 
have probably, however, hardly been appreciated; anyone who 

lances at the voluminous table of cases prefixed to the book will see 
that the reports and authorities from the earliest period have been 
ransacked, and the table of over 150 statutes will give some idea of 
the range of investigation in this direction. 

The k, however, is not a mere republication of the articles ; 
there are few which do not bear traces of careful revision, and 
advantage has been taken of the republication to add important 
matter on several branches of the subject. Thus the chapter on 
Crown Debts has been elaborated into a complete, but concise, 
treatise on this thorny subject ; large additions have been made to the 
portions of the book relating to charges under Public Acts and charges 
under Local and Personal Acts, and the chapter on Local Registries 
has been considerably extended. 

In the general mode of dealing with the subject, the book follows 
the plan adopted in the articles ; in the case of each of incum- 
brances the law is first stated and then practical rules and directions 
are given as to the searches which may be made, and in a concluding 
chapter the result of the book is summed up by a practical considera- 
tion of the searches usually made, as determined (1) by the estate or 
interest of the vendor or the status of the persons searched against, 
and (2) by the tenure or nature of the pro ; sections being 
added on searches on mortgages and aun at Central Office. 
We think that this concluding chapter alone would be worth a great 
deal more to any solicitor or conveyancer than the price of the book. 
It gives in a terse and lucid, yet detailed and complete, form an 
answer to the question which practitioners have such frequent 
reason to ask with reference to the ing circumstances of transac- 
tions, What searches are usually made in practice ? 

Not content, however, with the practical help afforded by this 
chapter, the authors have prefixed to the book a “tabular guide to 
searches,” printed, for eas 
from the rest of the ok. The reader will find here, in 
about five pages, a summary of the searches to be made under 
different circumstances, with a statement of the place of search and 
length of search, references being given to the of the book at 
which more detailed information is to be found, The result is that 
the solicitor who is considering what searches should be made before 


the completion of any transaction relating to land, has only to run | i 


his eye over these five pa in order to obtain a satisfactory 
per guide to the cana required, and, on reference to 
the pages indicated, he will find full information on the sub- 
ject. Throughout the book we find the same careful attention 
to ease of reference and clearness of arrangement; the 

are broken up into sections and sub-sections, each headed in 

type with a statement of its subject-matter, and as these headings 
are given at the commencement of each chapter, the reader has no 
difficulty, even without reference to the index, in finding his way to 
the subject he has in hand. 

Upon a subject so extensive, and so obscure and complicated, as 
are some of the branches of the law of searches—and particularl 
upon the practical question of what are usual searches, upon which 
there is hardly any judicial authority—there is sure to be 
reom for difference of opmion; and it is almost impossible 
to avoid an occasional oversight or inaccuracy. But, | 
the book, as far as practicable, without prepossession, we 
the points on which we should be disposed to raise a question | 


reference, on paper of a different colour | from 
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Tue Law or Contracts, By J. T. CLank Hane. 
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in the canon law, by which mere promises were held to be binding. 
But, upon these, some check was necessary, and the lawyers re- 
introduced the Roman idea of causa, though with a somewhat 
different meaning. This causa it was which was adopted in equity 
when it began to take cognizance of contracts and particularly of 
covenants to stand seised. ot had, however, a much wider meaning 
than our modern consideration, including valuable consideration, 
netural affection, | obligation, and moral obligation ; and al- 
poe it has to its present limits, yet traces of all these 
in the law. But even if, as Mr. Salmond says, consideration 
in this sense in equity was in use before the quid pro quo of debt, 
ede seems not improbable that, upon its transfer to common law, 
well-known use of the idea of quid pro quo should have had much 
influence in reducing it to its modern dimensions, The actual 
transfer to common Tow and the rapid growth of asswmpsit are 
accounted for by the desire of the common law courts to check the 
tendency which was appearing in equity to exercise jurisdiction over 
contracts. For this purpose they not only suffered the new action to 
grow, but also, now that mere promises were to be enforced, adopted 
the idea of consideration as a limit upon them. 

With the remaining part of the book we have not space to deal, 
but, as we have already said, it will be useful to those who wish to 
know the latest decisions of American law and how these compare 
with the corresponding cases here. As an example, we may refer to 
the exhaustive manner in which the subject of contracts by post is 
dealt with in the chapter on Bilateral Contracts. Or, again, to the 
chapter on the Sale of Specific Goods, where the question of transfer 
of ownership is very clearly worked out, and, in particular, with re- 
gard to such substances as wheat, where a portion of a particular 

tity is sold without actual separation. Throughout the book 

. Clark Hare keeps clearly before the reader the fundamental dis- 
tinction between the civil law and the common law. In the former 
the essence of contract consists in the meeting of two minds for a 
common purpose ; in the latter, the obligation rests upon the con- 
sideration, and, in the absence of this, tne mere consent goes for 
nothing. 

In conclusion, Dr. Clark Hare’s book must be welcomed for its 
careful comparison of the two systems of law, for its skilful abstrac- 
tion of principles, and for the application it makes of them to present 
circumstances. It is typical of the improved method which now 
characterizes all our better treatises. 


——— 


TORTS. 


Appisow on Torts. A TREATISE ON WRONGS AND THEIR REME- 
Digs. By C. G. Appison, Esq. SixtH Epirion. By Horace 
Smrru, Barrister-at-Law, Recorder of Lincoln. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Justice Cave brought the last edition of this standard work 
into excellent shape, and as his arrangement has been adopted by his 
successor, we have only to deal with the mode in which it has been 
developed and the changes in the law incorporated. Among the 
developments is a short chapter entitled “The Justification of 
Torts,” which gives with commendable terseness the effect of 
the cases relating to the different modes in which a tort may 
be justified. We observe, by the way, in this chapter a note 
‘at p. 47, stating that ‘‘the setting of spring guns to shoot tres. 
does not. seem to be justifiable.” Surely the words “ with. 
out public notice” must have accidentally slipped out of this note. 
The bare effect of the alterations introduced by the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, and of the decisions thereon, is care- 
fally » but we miss any independent comment on the statutory 

isions or decisions. Thus, Seroka v. Kattenberg (34 W. RB. 542, 17 

B. D. 177)—perhaps the most doubtful of all the cases decided on 
the Act—is dismissed with the mere statement that ‘‘this section 
ff ¢., section 1, sub-section 2] has been held not to relieve the hus- 

from his liability to be sued in respect of his wife’s torts 
committed after marriage.” We cannot speak in praise of the 
in which the effect of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, is stated. 
first of all told (p. 460) that ‘‘ By the Amendment Act, 1882, 
every vill of sale must duly attested and registered within seven 
otherwise it is void.” Again, we are told, at p. 463, that 

- bill of sale executed after the 3ist of October, 1882, must 
have thereto or written thereon a schedule,” &c.; and it is 
not until p. 464 that the reader is incidentally informed tliat the Act 
of 1882 does not apply to bills of sale given otherwise than by way 
of security for money. On the same , after the statement that 
so much of section 10 of the Act of 1878 as provides for attestation by a 
is repealed, and ‘‘ it is enacted [by the Act of 1882] that the 
SanG sna bill of sale shall be attested by.one or more 
witnesses,” &c., but that the section of the Act of 1878 “‘is 
still to be considered,” we are told that ‘non-compliance with this 
provision will not invalidate the bill of sale as between grantor and 
The reader will be — 2 to take this observation as 

ig to the new provision m iy the Act of 1882. The whole 

of the section relating to the Act of 1882 seems to need careful 
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recasting with a view to increased clearness. We are glad to add, 


however, that in most respects the edition has been satisfactorily 
edited. Throughout the book we have found the recent decisions up 
to the end of last year carefully and intelligently incorporated, and 
the index has been enlarged. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—My apology for addressing you on this subject is that I 
gather from the remarks contained in your notice of the Bill (appear- 
ing in the issue of the Soxiorrors’ JouRNAL for the 9th ult.) that 
inquiry and discussion on the subject are invited. : . 

t would seem very desirable that, if there are clauses in the Bill 
which are justly susceptible of opposite constructions, some movement 
should be made towards clearing up doubtful wording before the Bill 
passes into law, and as section 2 of the Bill appears to me to bear a 
different construction to that placed upon it in the notice, I venture 
to give my reasons for thinking so. : ; ; 

The portion of the notice in question to which I refer is sub-section 
(d.) on the compulsory clauses, and is headed, “‘ Js registration to 
remain compulsory?” ~ ‘ : 

It is submitted that registration of transfers is clearly intended to 
remain or continue compulsory. Section 2 of the Bill provides that 
“‘Her Majesty may, by Order in Council, from time to time, declare 
. . . that, on and after a day specified in the order, the registration 
of the transfer of land in the district is to be compulsory, and that, 
on and after that day, it shall be the duty of every ets before selling, 
settling, or mortgaging land in the district to registered as a 
proprietor of the land,” &c. Now, in the first place, it is to be 
noticed that this section does not speak of registration of land, but of 
registration of the transfer of land, nor does it speak of the first regis- 
tration of land referred to in section 4 of the Bill, and also referred 
to in the principal Act. It deals with the registration of the transfer 
of land, and it is submitted that it makes it compulsory on every 
person for ever after the date to be mentioned in the order, before 
selling, settling, or mortgaging land, to be registered as proprietor. 
Where is there any indication that this registration is to be confined 
to the first transfer only? It would seem prima facie to apply 
equally to all subsequent transfers. In fact, if it were confined to a 
registration preparatory to the first dealing with the land, there 
would be no compulsory registration of transfers at all. - 

If the construction suggested by me be correct, the result of section 
2 will be to provide that every neg | with the land, whether it be 
by sale, Bet her or mortgage, shall be prefaced by a registration 
of the last dealing which took place—i.e., the vendor, settlor, or 
mortgagor is to register preparatory to dealing with the property ; 
but the purchaser, trustees of a settlement, or mortgagee are not 
bound to register on acquiring their respective interests in the prop- 
erty. The effect of this would be that no person would ever acquire 
an interest (except the mere right of enforcing @ contract referred to 
in sub-section (a.) of section 2) except from a registered proprietor, 
and it is submitted that this is the intention of the Bill. 

Section 3 supports this contention, inasmuch as it does not refer to 
a first sale of land by the court, but speaks generally of asale by the 
court. Sections 4, 5, and 6 also appear to support the view of con- 
tinuous compulsory registration. 

If, however, this view is not correct, but the case be as suggested 
in the notice—namely, that, when a proprietor has been registered, 
section 2 has been exhaustively complied with, and that it is then 
open for the parties to continue ad infinitum a system of conveyancing 
by private deeds, protected by cautions, although it is true that, if 
care were taken, such a system might be quite as safe as, or safer than, 
the present system of conveyancing; still, it is submitted that, in 
addition to making conveyancing, in these instances, as complicated 
(after a few vente bed elapsed from the date of the one compulsory 
registration) as it is now, there would be added the necessity of 
searching for cautions from the date of the registration of the land 
up till completion, and the placing of a caution on the register after 
completion. 

+ pe be that in many cases the advantage of keeping up 4 
registered title would insure subsequent registration ; but I would 
suggest that, in a great many instances, such as settlements, and 
possibly mortgages, there may be motives for avoiding registration, 
and that, after one or two transactions had taken place without regis- 
tration, it might be infinitely less trouble for s dealing with 
land, in the individual transactions concerning , to simply place 


@ caution on the register than p.. clear the title up to date, and thus 
each succeeding person would defer registration. 

It is, Genes, submitted that, if the construction I have 
ventured to place on the Bill is not the true one, it would perhaps be 





BRE eat BAM See ain 
DRT ene Bah 












May 21, 1887. 















2 (a.) of the Bill.—Ep. 8. J.] 





THE LAW SOCIETY MEEZTING. 


which alters the whole sense of it. 


society” instead of ‘‘ of the club.” 


15, Walbrook, E.C., May 17. 








WAY 0O.—O. A. No. 1, 10th May. 


in consi 


the ible claims of the com 


further charge on the same. On 


for the defendants. 


the court could not assume that it was within the scope 


Murphy ,Q.C., atd Blake Odgers. Soxscarons, Dawes 
Blyth, ¢ Dutton. 








better if it were ; that is, assuming that it is recognized as desirable 
iat here cRiaald be. 2 qeneeel (gece ot: Segnveuen a wren mr eee 


[Our correspondent has omitted to observe the ft words of clause 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In your report of the last meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society I see there is a mistake in the statement of what I said, 


I was alluding to the notice sent out by the council purporting to 
confirm certain resolutions passed at the vious meeting of the 
society with reference to the club. This notice did not contain, as it 
should, an accurate copy of the resolutions so and as 
by you in the first February number of the Soxiicrrors’ JOURNAL. 
At that meeting, on the motion of Mr. G. B. Gregory, the words 
*‘of the club” were inserted in the resolution after the words 
‘* general meeting,” because it might be thought that the resolution 
meant that no persons outside the society should be admitted mem- 
bers of the club without the sanction of a general meeting “‘ of the 


These words, ‘“‘of the club,” were left out of the confirmator 
notice, and my contention was that the notice was, therefore, bad, 
and that it would be unfair to members of the society who were not 
present to pass a vote of which they had not had due notice, and 
which was not, in fact, confirmatory of what was done at a previous 
meeting. Your report makes me say ‘‘ They” (the absent ap wae | 
‘* might very reasonably imagine that the words ‘ of the club’ shoul 

come in after the words ‘ general meeting,’ because it was a notice 
of motion sent out by the society.” The word ‘‘club” should be 
** society.” EpMUND KIMBER. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
BARNETTS, HOARES, & 00. ». THE SOUTH LONDON TRAM- 


PrinctpaL AND AcEntT—ComPpaANy—AssIGNMENT OF Mongys pug py Com- 
PANY—REPRESENTATIONS OF SECRETARY—AUTHORITY. 


On the 12th of January, 1883, Mesers. Green & Burleigh entered into a 
contract with the defendants for the construction of a portion of their 
line. By the contract the defendants were to pay 90 per cent. of the 
amount certified from tims to time by their engineer, and to retain 10 
cent., the retention moneys not to be payable till after a six months’ 
maintenance term (during which the contractors were to maintain the 
tramway works), which was to expire on the 2ist of March, 1884. On the 
2nd of November, 1883, Green & Burleigh gave the plaintiffs a for 
£2,000 > Bae the retention moneys, then in the hands of the def ts, 

eration of a loan for that amount. Notice of this charge was 

given to the secretary of the defendant company, who in reply wrote that 
they noted the charge upon the retention moneys then in their hands to 
the amount of £2,000, which they held to the plaintiffs’ order, ble on 
the 2ist of March next. In answer to an inquiry as to w er the 
£2,000 was free from any possible claim of the defendant company, or 
anyone else, the secretary on the same day wrote to the plaintiffs that the 
moneys they held represented retention moneys on contracts, and beyond 
y upon the contractors to keep up their 

works for six months after the - of their contracts there was no 
the 21st of March, 1884, the plaintiffs 

demanded the £2,000 from the defendants, but they refused payment, 
except as to a small sum, on the ground that there was not sufficient 
moneys in their hands due to Green & Burleigh, either on the 2nd of 
November or eubsequently, to meet the plaintiffs’ claim. The plaintiffs 
contended that the defendants were estopped b og agony 2 8 repre- 
sentations, and that they were therefore liable. Field, J., gave judgment 

Tux Court dismissed the appeal. Lord Esxuer, M.R., said that the 

nestion was whether the court could, on the mere fact of a pees being 
the secretary, hold that he was a person on whom the plaintiffs 
entitled to rely as having the authority of his principal to answer 
inquiries as he did, His lordship was content to repeat what he 
Newlands v. The National Employers’ Accident Association (54 L. J. Q 
‘* A secretary is a mere servant; his position is that he is to 
told, and no person can assume that he has any authority 
anything at all, nor can anyone assume that statements made by 
necessarily to be accepted as trustworthy without further inquiry 
being his view the appeal must fail. Fry, L.J., said that, in 
of evidence that the secretary had authority to ees pot 

a! 
so. Lorzs, L.J., concurred. — Counsat, Charles, Q.0., and 
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what, in popular} , was called a ship or a vessel. A vessel could 
not inclu everything that floated om the sea; it could not include @ aft 
or a Thames wherry. These ete Shean were 
clearly vessels in the ordinary of that term. case, 
was within the exception, and the ‘8 security was not affected by 
the Bills of Sale Acts. Fry and L.JJ., concurred. 
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Smith, Q.C., and English Harrison ; Charles, 
tons, John Hands, for W. F. Verrall, W 
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Re MORGAN, OWEN ev. MORGAN—O. A. No. 2, 16th May. 


R. 8. O., 1883, XIX., 4, 27—Sramore ovr Ewnarrassrne Pixapme— 
, INCONSISTENT Aursxunative Dzerences. 
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alternative defences of fact, and that the defence was em- 
but he gave the defendant leave to amend. 

Tas Cover or Appzat (Lixpiex and Bowen, L.JJ.) reversed the de- 
cision. Livvuzy, L.J., said that North, J., had construed rule 4 too 
strictly, and as nose agy Faga a defendant could never plead inconsistent 
alternative defences. e rule only meant that the defendant must state 
op ~ Ane facts on which he intended to rely. He might intend to rely 
on it sets of facts as leading to different conclusions. An executor 
on congener know any of the facts, but he could not safely 
put the tiff to proof of his case, for he might then be pre- 
from iging on some defence at the trial because he had not 
opens. An executor could hardly plead in any other way than this 

it had done—viz., by raising all the defences which were likely to 
arise, and then at the trial he would rely on the defence which he could 
att Nothing was more common in an action of debt in the Queen’s 
Division than for a defendant to plead ‘‘ never indebted,’’ ‘‘ pay- 
cg lag off.” Bowen, L.J., concurred. The order of North, J., 
was , and it was ordered that the defendant should, within 
after discovery of documents by the plaintiffs, either amend 
his defence, or give particulars of those defences which the plaintiffs 
asked to have struck out. The costs of this application in both courts to 
be in the action.—Counset, <Aspland, QC., and Upjohn; Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and B. Byre. Soxtcrrors, Morgan, Son, & Upjohn ; Croney, 
Spencer, § Edwards. 


Re HOBSON AND HOWES—C. A. No. 2, 13th May. 


Morrcacre—Powsr or Satz — Eaurrante Morrcace — ConvgEYANCE OF 
Laoat Estare—Oonvevanotnc Act, 1881, s. 21. 


This was an appeal from the decision. of North, J. (ante, p. 254) the ques- 
tion being whether an equitable mortgagee by deed of freehold land, 
the mortgaged property under the power conferred by the Con- 
veyaucing Act, 1881, can convey the legal estate to the purchaser. 
tion 19 of the Act gives to a mortgagee, when the mortgage 
je by deed, a power, when the mortgage-money has become due, to 
mortgaged property, the power being given “‘ to the like extent 
if it had been in terms conferred by the mortgage deed, but not 
further.’’ Section 20 imposes certain restrictions on the exercise of the 
and section 21 provides that ‘‘a mo ee exercising the power of 

sale conferred by this Act shall have power by deed to convey the prop- 
erty sold, for estate and interest therein as is the subject of the mort- 
fect freed from all estates, &c., to which the mortgage has priority, but sub- 


eer 
SBE 


to all eetates, &c., which have priority to the mortgage, except that, 
the case of copyhold or customary land, the legal right to admittance 
shall not by a deed under this section, unless the deed is sufficient 
otherwise by law, or is sufficient by custom, in that behalf.’”? The cor- 
rer section (section 15) of Lord Cranworth’s Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 
145) empowered the person exercising the sale, by deed ‘‘to convey or 
asrign to and vest in the purchaser the property sold, for all the estate 
and therein which the person who created the charge had power 
pate 299 of, except that in the case of copyhold hereditaments the 
interests only shall be conveyed to and vested in the purchaser 
such -” North, J., held that the mortgagee could only convey 
estate which he himself had. 

Tus Court or Arpzat (Oorron, Linpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Corrox, L.J., said that section 21 gave the mortgagee 
power to convey that which was sold, and section 19 gave no power to sell 
the legal estate when the mortgagee had only an equitable estate. The 

of section 21 differed from that of section 15 of the Act of 1860, 
the difference was no doubt intentional. Lixptzy and Bowen, L.JJ., 
ee J.B. Porter; Ingpen. Soxrtcrrors, 0. G. Harman, 


Re BUCKNALL’S GOLD ESTATE (LIM.)—Kay, J., 14th May. 
Pracrice—Company—Recrirication or RecistEr—Morion. 


This was a motion by a shareholder that his name might be removed 
feom the list of shareholders of the company. 

Kar, J., said that the application must go into the general list and be 
heard as an action, and that the same course must be followed in future 
with respect to similar applications.—Covnset, Butcher. Soxscrrors, 
Harper § Batteock. 


WEBSTER v. SOUTHEY—Kay, J., 3rd, 4th, and 16th May. 


Morrmamt—Lzase—W orxnovse—Cuarirante Use—CuvurcuwaRDENs AND 
Ovzaezrns or tHe Poor—Srarvre or Limtrarions—9 Gro, 1, c, 7, 8. 4 
—9 Guo. 2, c. 36, 8. 1—7 & 8 Vicr. c. 101, s. 73. 


By a deed of the 10th of March, 1747, Sir T. Webster granted a lease of 
one acre of land for 150 years from the 25th of March then next, at a 
rent of one shilling a year, if demanded, to several persons, including the 
Vicar of East Griustead, as a site for a workhouse for that parish. The 
land was not to be let or sold, but might be given up to the lessor, if not 
wanted, on his for the building. This deed was not enrolled under 
the Mortmain Act. e workhouse was built, but no rent was paid after 
ee and in 1862 the lessees sold the site and conveyed it, in fee simple, to 
the The plaintiff, who was admitted to be the successor in 
title of the lessor and entitled to the reversion, brought this action claim- 
ing one s rent—viz., a shilling. The question was whether the lease 
was 80 as to avoid the of the Statute of Limitations. 

Kar, J., said that he had no doubt whatever that the lease was for 
charitable uses, and it failed to comply with the Mortmain Act in that 





it was not enrolled, it did not take effect in ion, and there was 4 
reservation in favour of the grautor. It was not saved by the provisions 
of 7 & 8 Vict. c. 101, s. 73, which only cured the want of enrolment. The 
Poor Law Act, 1722, s. 4, did not affect the Mortmain Act, except that it 
avoided the necessity of guardians of the poor o a licence to hold 
land in mortmain. The grant to them must be in the form prescribed by 
the Mortmain Act. The lease was, therefore, void, ab initio, and the 
action must be dismissed, with costs.—Counset, Sir H. Davey, Q.C. ; 
Elton, Q.C., and Jemmett ; Rigby, Q.C., Renshaw, Q.C., and F. Thompson. 
Soxicrrors, Hasties ¢ Crawford ; R. C. Adams Beck. 


BIRMINGHAM AND DISTRICT LAND OO. v. LONDON AND 
NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO.—Chitty, J., 14th May. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XVI, 48, 50—Practice—Tarep Parry Notice. 


In this case an application was made by the defendants under R. S. C., 
1883, XVI., 48, for leave to issue a third party notice. A similar applica- 
tion had already been refused on the ground that the party sought to be 
joined was not a party against whom any right of indemnity was made 
out. Chitty, J.’s refusal was affirmed by the Appeal Court (35 W. R. 173, 
34 Ch. D. 261). The defendants now alfoged the execution, on the 1st of 
March, 1887, of a conveyance which altered the circumstances, and, 
accordingly, again applied for an order. 

Currry, J., said that it was not necessary to decide whether the con- 
veyance gave the right of indemnity alleged. The application was, in 
his judgment, made too late, and therefore failed. Such applications 
should, as a general rule, be made before the time limited for delivery of 
defence, and at the latest before the close of the pleadings.—CovunsagL, 
Romer, Q.C., and Woodroffe; Ince, Q.C., and O. L. Clare. Soxrcrrors, 
Robinson, Preston, ¢ Stow; C. N. Mason. 


Re H. T. RICHARDSON (DECEASED), SHULDHAM vo. THE ROYAL 
NATIONAL LIFEBOAT INSTILUTION—Chitty, J., 17th May. 


Cuartty—ConpiTionaL Bsquest—AssoLuTs TRANSFER. 


In this case the question arose as to whether the Royal National 
Lifeboat Institution was absolutely entitled to a transfer of a legacy of 
£10,000, bequeathed to it on condition of constructing and maintaining 
two lifeboats according to directions contained in the testator’s will, and 
coupled with a gift over on non-compliance. Attorney-General v. Christ's 
Hospital (1 Russ. & M. 626) and Re Conington’s Will (8 W. R. 444) were 
referred to, and it was admitted, on behalf of the institution, that as it 
accepted the gift it had also accepted an obligation in the nature of a 
trust. 

Currry, J., said that there were cases in which such conditions had 
been held to be trusts. He was of opinion that that was so in the present 
case. He made an order as asked.—Counset, Romer, Q.C., and L. Field ; 
Vaughan Hawkins. Souicrrors, Peacock ¢ Goddard, for Capron ¢ Sparkes, 
Guildford; Clayton, Sons, ¢ Fargus. 


Re J. H. BIEGEL’S TRADE-MARK—Chitty, J., 6th May. 


Trape-Mark—RecriricaTion or Recisrsr—Simitargiry or Marx— 
Cotour—Parents, &c., Act, 1883, s. 67. 


This was a motion by Messrs. Younger & Oo., brewers, of Edinburgh, 
to strike out from the register of trade-marks a mark registered by J. H. 
Biegel, of Amsterdam, a — of Pilsen beer, on the ground that such 
mark so closely resembled the applicants’ mark as to be calculated to 
deceive. The applicants had used their mark for. ale and stout for twenty 
years, and registered it in March, 1886, in class 43 for fermented liquors. 
The respondent had also istered in class 43 in September, 1886, for 
bottled beer, the mark com ed of. Both marks consisted of fanci‘ul 
arrangements of triangles, but such arrangements differed, the applicants’ 
triangles bemg two aie on a third, and the respondent’s being three 
triangles interlaced, and in the centre of the applicants’ mark was a blank 
space, but the in the centre of the respondent’s mark contained a 
stag’s head. It was submitted by the respondent that there was no re- 
semblance between the two marks as actually used, and that the right 
time for interference by the court was when a case of imitation was made 
out against the respondent of colouring, &c., his mark so as to resemble 
the applicants’ mark. The applicants, however, relied on Re Worthington’s 
Trade-Mark (28 W. BR. 749, 1 . D. 8). 

Currry, J., said that, in respect of the arrangements, he 
held that there was such a resemblance as was calculated to deceive when 
the nature of the marks was considered and the way they were used, by 
being affixed to bottles, and especially because neither the applicants’ 
nor the respondent’s mark was tered so as to be confined to any 
particular colours. Under the provisions of the Patents, &c., Act of 1883, 
the respondent was not bound to use his mark in any cular colour, 
but he could retain the outline of his mark, and could colour it in any way 
he thought fit, provided that he did not entirely obliterate it. When the 
marks in the tt case were compared with those in issue in Re 
Worthington’s Trade-Mark, the resemblance between the two cases was 
very 8 ; and the t case, therefore, fell within the principle 
enunciated in the case cited, that when the use the mark might be put to, 
by being coloured, was considered, it would be calcnlated to deceive. He, 
therefore, should make an order, with costs, as asked, for rectification of 
the register by expunging therefrom so much of the "s mark as 
consisted cf a triangular arrangement.—CounseL, Romer, Q.C., and J. 
Cutler Fees Q.C., and Whinney. Soricrrons, Mackenna § Co. ; Link- 
later & Co. 
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Re JACOB'S SETTLEMENT TRUSTS—North, J., 14th May. 


Truster Act, 1850, s. 25—Deara or Survivine Trustee wirnout PersonaL 
REPRESENTATIVE—APPOINTMENT OF Soe Benericrary as Trustee. 


This was a petition under the Trustee Act. A sum of stock stood in 
the names of the two trustees of a se:tlement. Both the trustees were 
dead, and there was no personal representative of the survivor. The 

titioner had, under the trusts of the settlement, become ee 

eficially entitled to the fund. Section 25 of the Trustee Act, 1850, 

rovides that ‘‘ when any stock shall be standing in the sole name of a 

eceased person, and his or her personal representative shall be out of the 
jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery, or cannot be so eo 
shall be lawful for the Court of Chancery to make an order vesting the 
right to transfer such stock, or to receive the dividends or income there- 
of, in any person or persons whom the said court may — 

Norru, J., following Re Dizon’s Trusts (21 W. R. 220), held that he 
could not, under that section, vest the right to transfer the stock in an 
one but a trustee of the settlement. He accordingly appointed 
petitioner to be sole trustee, and vested the right to transfer in him. 
Oounszn, J. F. Waggett. Soxtcrrors, Guscotte, Wadham, ¢ Day. 


SMYTH ». ADAMS—North, J., 14th May. 


R. 8S. C., 1883, XXVII., 11—Morron vor Jupoment 1x Desravtt or 
PreapiIne—De.ivery or Derznce arrer Service or Notice of Morton. 


In this case, the defendant not having delivered a statement of defence 
within the time limited for the purpose, the plaintiff set down the action 
upon motion for judgment. After this had been done, but before the 
motion came on for hearing, the defendant delivered a defence and 
counter-claim, and on the hearing of the motion (as a short cause) the 
defendant a by counsel. The plaintiff's counsel admitted, on the 
authority of Gill v. Woodfin (32 W. R. 393, 25 Ch. D. 707) that, though 
the statement of defence had been delivered after the proper time, it 
could not be treated as a nullity, and that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
judgment for default of pleading, but he asked that the notice of motion 
might be amended, and that judgment might be given for the plaintiff on 
admissions in the defence. 

Norra, J., having looked at the defence, said that he could not treat it as 
sufficient admission of the plaintiff's case, es y as there was a 
counter-claim. The plaintiff must proceed in the ordinary way, but the 
defendant must pay the costs of the motion in any event.—Covunssz1, 
Marcy; F. W. Heather. Sortcrrons, Blyth; W.§¢ W. Rees Davies ¢ Co. 


THE SHORTHORN DAIRY CO. (LIM.) ». HALL—Stirling, J., 
15th and 16th May. 
Restraint or Trape—OConsrruction or Oovenant—‘‘ CaRkYING oN 
Businzss’’—Oompany in Liqurparion. 
By a purchase agreement, dated the 17th of February, 1881, under 
which the plaintiff company purchased their business from the defendant, 
the defendant covenanted that he would not, so long as the a daisy 


should, carry on within 100 miles of London the business of a 
farmer or assist as principal or servant in any such business. The defend- 
ant, who was formerly the managing director of the defendant company, 
had lately become chairman of a rival ge wf the Home 
Counties Dairy Supply Association (Lim.). e plaintiff company had 
bey ret been ordered to be wound up under the direction of the court, and 
a liquidator had been appointed. e plaintiff company now moved to 
restrain the defendant from holding the office of chairman, director, or 
any other office in or under the Home Counties Dairy Supply Association 
(Lim.). The motion was resisted by the defendant upon the ground 
(among others) that, under the circumstances, the company had ceased to 
carry be its business, and consequently that the covenanS was not now 
operative. 

Srintinc, J, said that the question was one of fact whether 
the company were now carrying on their business. The business was being 
carried on by an officer of the court with a view to itssale as a going con- 
cern, That was not a carrying on of the business by the company. 
There had, therefore, been no breach of the covenant, and the motion 
must be refused.—Counse., Hastings, Q.C., and Daniel Jones ; Buckiey, 
Q.C., and Dunhom. Soutcrrorns, Allen §¢ Edwards ; Crowdy, Son, ¢ Tarry. 


TRE DUKE OF a v. BOWMAN—Kekewich, J., 
6th May. 


CovenanT—BzzrxHovse—AcquigscEeNnce. 


This was an action to restrain the breach of a covenant that the houses 
erected on a certain piece of land ‘‘ should not be used or occupied, either 
in whole or in part, as public-houses or , nor as shops for the 
sale, whether by wholesale or retail, of wine, ale, or ern t 
except with the permission in writing ofthe plaintiff, his heirs, or 
The Seeach was not denied; the sole question being whether there had 
been acquiescence on the plaintiff's —_ In 1875 the lot upon which the 
ee — by _ oo was built was sold to her an in title. 

n 1882 a butcher, under some agreement, got possession 

and on io —_ of August, — ——— an pcre com _ t 
was at e ing on business as an -keeper - 
bourhood, and fren to to the duke’s agent about the grant ot ihe 
licence. On the 25th of August, 1884, the agent wrote to the clerk to the 
justices, complaining of the grant of the license, but took no 

at that time. On the 10th of September, 1884, the defendant, without 
informing the duke’s t about purchased the house and 
the off licence, and took a conveyance which the covenant. In 


gwicu, J,, said there was in this case no question of fact except 
this, whe had been acquiescence on the 8 part such as 
would prevent bins Seeeneeter een) See een ae 
there was a restrictive covenant had been broken, and that the 
Gcteniems tock: Ge pee ee ae Semele Sree The 
ae ee Se cases where is set up were laid 
wn in the authority of the Duke of v. Amherst (2 Ph. 198). 
‘* Acquiescence is not the term which it to be used. Ifa party, having 
a right, stands by and sees another wee ie ey eee 
inconsistent with that right, and makes no objection the act ie in 
progress, he cannot complain. That is the sense of the 
word acquiescence The defence, therefore, which is really intended to 


: 
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eaid: “ for a 
time does not in itself to's an encouragement to the: defendant 
amounting to an eq bar in this court.” was also a passage 


ee ee nee aueadenie taeda 
. D. was clearly distinguishable, defendant 
peg : 

en t up the communicating in any way 
with the mn, The delay A 1884, to October, 1885, when 
notice hed Sass Gene Sees yA ) = 
as to prevent the plain‘ from now insisting on an unction, since 
Pee to the requirements of Lord Oottenham’s 
definition, stood by so as to assent to what was done.—Covunsrt, oe 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte THE OFFICIAL ne Re GOULD—O. A. No. 1, 


Banxruptcy—ADMINISTRATION OF Estate or Deceasep Insoivanr—Jvunis- 
piotion to Avorp Votunrary Serriemant—Banxevproy Act, 1883, 
ss. 47, 125. 


This was an a from 8 Goalie st ee 2. = Se 


question being w section 47 of the » which 
makes void under certain as againt the trustee in a bank- 
ruptcy, voluntary settlements executed the in the 
administration of the estate of a insolvent section 125 of 


the Act. A debtor died insolvent, and an action to administer his estate was 
commenced in the Chancery Division. On the wen a creditor, 
an order was made transferring the gegen the Court of Bank- 
ruptcy, and that court made an order for the ad 
The official receiver applied to the court for an order declaring void as 
mies Maisestoled the tgp the ground that section 47 did not 
ve, J. e application, on the 
ap y to an edministretivn under section 1 le 
ue Oourr or Apprat (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fay and Lorzs, L.JJ.), 
affirmed the decision. Lord Esuze, M.R. 
reason given by Cave, J., for his conclusion. 
which section 125 was dealing? Was it merely the estate of the deceased 
debtor, or did it include also property of other persons ? {n a bankruptcy 
which 


that to the trustee was the “‘ property of the 
The law oa teclapiinn under certain circumstances, deatt with Pah with the 
pro} of other persons as well as that of the ba but the power 
to do so was conferred in plain terms. Tt had been ted out % the 
lature by the decisions u section 10 of the J re Act, 1875, 
Oe, 8 bee in such statutes as these that the estates 
Breage > ve nar ahindh emrte te thee team ae 
main subject o legislatior., should so in plain terms, other- 
wise the logel effect ‘would be that thelr legislation’ would not’ extend 


official receiver asked for leave to appeal to the 
House of Lords, but the court refused the application.—Oounset, 
Q.C., Muir Mackenzie, and A. G. Macintyre ; ae ine 
Soxrcrrors, Smiles, Binyon, ¢ Ollard ; Roopers ¢ W x 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Re T. C. & J. F. KELLOOK (SOLICITORS)—Stirling, J., 17th May. 
Rervsszp. 





Sorrcrron—TaxaTion— WITHDRAWAL OF Brit or Costs 
This was a petition, on behalf of the trustees for sale of the Bulford 
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Estate, a reference to the taxing master to tax a bill of costs. 
The Belford Estate was subject to a mortgage for £18,500 and interest. 
Mesers. Pickett & Mytton, the solicitors to the trustees for sale of the 
Bulford Estate, inquired of Messrs. Kellock, the solicitors of the mort- 
gagees, whether, upon a contemplated sale, their clients would allow the 
above sum to remain, ard allow the purchasers to inspect the title-deeds 
of the estate. Messrs. Kellock, after communicating with their clients, 
assented to the money remaining, and offered facilities for the inspection 

The Bulford Estate was secnagg ow 6 sold, as proposed, and the 

duly inspected, and Messrs. Kellock, before and after the sale, 
rendered other services for which they were entitled to be paid. Messrs. 
Pickett & Mytton undertook to pay these charges. The evidence was that, 
when the purchase was about to be completed, the purchasers required 
that the law charges due to the mortgagees should be paid by the vendors, 
the trustees for sale; whereupon, on the 17th of March, 1887, Messrs. 
Pickett & Mytton sent Messrs. Kellock this telegram :—‘‘ Please send us 
any costs _ have against us in Bulford’s Est&te.” Correspondence 
ensued to the following effect : 

** Kellocks to Pickett & Mytton.—17th March, 1887.—Letter. 

Having received your telegram this evening we presume you wish to 
have our costs at once. They are not draited yet, so we write to know if 
you require detaile, or whether you will be satisfied with a general state- 
ment andlump sum. If the latter is acceptable we are prepared to name 
afigure. Having regard to the amount of mortgage, the work done, and 
our client’s accession to your proposal to allow the money to remain on 
the eecurity to facilitate a sale of the estate, we consider that we are 
entitled to at least 100 guineas. Let us have your views by return.”’ 

** Pickett & Mytton to Kellocks.—Telegram. 

* Acting for trustees we must have details. Please send same as soon 
as Mes 

** Kellocks to Pickett & Mytton.—22nd March, 1887. 
**'We now eend you our costs, which, considering the importance of 
the matter, there ought not to be any demur about paying. If further 
details are required we must furnish them, but as you are aware of all that 
has passed, we do not expect you will have occasion to ask for them.” 

** Pickett & Mytton to Kellocks.—March 23rd, 1887. 

** We have received your letter and the bill of custs which accompanies 
it. We feel that [our views] as to what you are entitled to charge vary 
80 hopelessly from yours, that discussion upon the subject would be fruit - 
less. » We will, therefore, carry your costs in for taxation in the usual 


way. 
** Kellocks to Pickett & Mytton.—24th March, 1887. 

“If itis your intention to carry our costs in for taxation without any 
attempt on your to settle the amount, we must, of course, instruct 
some solicitor in London to attend on our behalf to produce the papers, 
and explain the nature of the case. We mustadmit we did not anticipate 

course you have indicated.”’ 

“ Morse, Hewitt, & Farman (on behalf of Kellocks) to Pickett & Mytton. 

—29th March, 1887. 

** We are instructed by Messrs. Kellock herein. On their behalf we 
must intimate that, unless your firm is personally liable to pay the costs 
{upon which point we are not instructed), we contend that no bill has 

delivered to the persons liable to pay, and give you notice that a 
bill shall be p: and sent in. Our clients think you are not 
fairly with them in the matter, and, considering the large amount 
of done by them, their charges are, in our view, very reasonable. 
We understand, further, you decline to specify your objections to any 
of the rough bill, which was completed in a great hurry in order to 
|p you as much as possible, and in compliance with your telegram of 
the 17th and 18th inst.”” The bill of costs above mentioned was headed 
**The Trustees of Mr. and Mrs. H. H. Lee’s Settlement,” [the mortgagees ] 
Account of costs and expenses of Messrs. Kellock . . . in connection 
with the mortgage for £18,500 upon, and the sale of, the Bulford Estate.” 
It was objected, on the part of the respordents, Messrs. Kellock :—(1) 
that the delivery to the solicitors of the mortgagors, instead of to the 
themselves, was improper, and that, therefore, the bill could 
be wn ; (2) that no bill had been delivered to the mortgagees, and 
that the ers, who were only third parties, could only tax a bill 
or copy of a bill so delivered; (3) that the alleged bil) of costs was not 
intended as a bill of costs; (4) that the application should have been by 
summons and Hg | tition. 

Srraiive, J., h i} that Messrs. Pickett & Mytton were acting, under 
the in the scope of their employment in requiring a bill of 
costs to be sent, and a bill delivered to them could not be withdrawn ; 

that this objection failed—first, because Messrs. Pickett & Mytton had 
persons liable to pay the bill under their undertaking, and, 
ly, that delivery of the bill to the mortgagees was not necessary ; 
the bill delivered was a bill of costs, and as to further details they 
be given on the taxation ; (4) that it was true that, under R. S. C., 
1883, LV. 2 (15), the special application, which was here necessary, ought 
to have been by summons and not by petition ; but, acting under ord. 70, 


tel 


' ¥. 1, his lordship allowed the petitioners the same costs as of a summons 


adjourned into court.—(ounsz., Harris Lea ; Graham Hastings, Q.0., and 
Bustace Smith. Sorscrrons, Pickett ¢ Mytton ; Morse, Hewitt, § Farman. 


FORD vo. THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY—Stirling, J., 13th 
May. 

Law Socrery Civs—Morion ro Resrram Incorroratep Law Socrery 
yrom ALLOwIne Pzrsons, not Memuzrs or tHe Socrery, ro Become 
Mumezns or THK OLvn. 

This was a motion by the plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all others 
sclicitors, proctors, and others, 


not being barristers, practising in the courts of law and equity of the 
United Kingdom (commonly known as ‘‘ The Incorporated Law Society ’’), 
except eight of such members who were defendants, for an interim in- 
junction to restrain the defendants (being the society and such eight mem- 
bers who were eight out of the thirty-nine members of the council) from 
confirming a resolution passed at a meeting of the society on the 28th of 
January, 1887, or, in the alternative, from permitting the Law Society 
Club, or the committee thereof, to elect as a member, honorary or other- 
wise, of the club any person not being a member of the society. The 
material facts were as follows :—By the charter of the Incorporated Law 
Society in 1845, the capital, possessions, and income of the society ome 
cable for its general purposes, were directed to be applied in ‘‘ promoting 
rofessional improvement and facilitating the acquisition of legal know- 
edge,’”’ and the society was (among other things) empowered to make 
bye-laws, fixing the conditions and the manner upon and in which persons 
being eligible for membership, but not residing in England, should 
be admitted to the rooms of the society and to alter such 
bye-laws. And the council might, by their bye-laws, appropriate 
such part of the society’s buildings as they should think fit as club- 
rooms, subject to such regulations as the council sl‘ould approve. 
During the whole time of the society’s existence there had been a club in 
connection with it, which had occupied part of its premises. Down to 1884 
this club consisted exclusively of members of the defendant society. In 
1884 the club was dissolved, and a new one, which is the present Law 
Society Club, was formed. Resolutions were at that time by the 
defendant society that the council should take possession of the premises 
to be vacated by the old club, and permit them to be used by the members 
of the new club; and regulations were made providing that the new 
club should be confined to members of the society, and that no altera- 
tion should be made in such last mentioned rule except in pursuance 
of a resolution passed by and confirmed at the general meeting of 
the society. Since then the club had consisted entirely of members 
of the society, and they had been permitted to use certain rooms on 
the society’s premises. On January 28 last a resolution was passed 
that “‘the committee’? of the Law Society’s Club ‘‘shall have power, 
subject to the approbation of a majority of the members voting at a 
general meeting specially called for the purpose, to elect as honorary 
members any person not being a member of the Incorporated Law 
Society, bnt that the number of such honorary members shall not at.any 
time exceed twenty.”” This was the resolution against which the present 
motion was directed. By the writ in the action the plaintiff claimed a 
declaration that the pro permission to the club to elect members 
who were not members of the society was ultra vires. 

Srreuine, J., said that the plaintiff did not by his notice of motion seek 
to prevent the Law Society Club from using the rooms of the society in 
pursuance of the resolution in that behalf, which, inasmuch as it would 
have been equivalent to an order for ejectment, the court would not 
have done on an interlocutory application, but the relief which he asked 
was confined to the resolution of January 28. Interference by the court 
with the enjoyment of the rooms by the club being out of the question, 
could it be said that the admission of a certain number of additional 
members as proposed was such an infringement of the constitution of 
the society as to call for the interference of the court? His lordship 
though tit was not. If theexisting members of the club were ‘‘ promoting 

rofessional improvement and facilitating the acquisition of legal know- 
Tedge,” which it must be assumed that they were doing, his lordship 
did not see why a few additional members could not contribute to the 
same object. Nor was it possible to say that they could not do so 
because the new members were not members of, or eligible for member- 
ship of, the Law Society, for it was not suggested that legal knowledge 
was confined to persons who satisfied that condition. The motion was 
refused.—CounseL, Gazdar; Hastings, Q.C., and Joyce, Soxicrrors, 
Coldicott § Son; E. W. Williamson. 


Re W. M. PYBUS (A SOLICITOR)—Ohitty, J., 16th May. 


Soxicrror anp Oxrrenr—Costs—Tue Soricrrons’ Remuneration Act, 1881, 
Gexerat Orper, Scuzp. I., Parr I.—Procuration Feer—Taxation 
ArTeR Twe.ve Montus unpgr SpectaL CracuMsTANCES—ATTOBNEYS AND 
Soxrcrrors Act, 1843, s. 37. 


On the 9th of July, 1885, Mr. W. M. Pybus, a solicitor, who had been 
employed by his client to raise certain moneys for him upon mortgages, 
sent to his client a cheque for the balance of the mortgage-money, and 
also an account shewing how such balance was arrived at, and also his 
bill of costs, the amount of which he had deducted. The client com- 
plained of the amount of the bill, and some mdence ensued with 
reference thereto. Mr. Pybus offered to deduct £1 12s. 8d., and sent his 
client a cheque for that amount, which the client, however, refused to 
accept in settlement, although he retained and cashed the cheque. The 
client instructed Mr. Pybus to have the bill taxed, but he took no steps 
for doing so, though still acting as his solicitor in other matters. On the 
23rd of July, 1886, the client imstructed another solicitor to get the bill 
taxed, who on the 31st of July, 1886, issued a summons for texation. 
aaly. tor the soeciguntes had dhumgeh bio olieel poosisntien Siew eeaneting 
only for the mo ¥ ees according 
to the scale allowed to the ’s solicitor, though he had himself 
paid such fees to the mortgagee’s solicitors, and that he had charged such 
fees as scale charges. A further objection was taken to one item in which 
the scale charge was made for deducing title, perusing and completing 
mortgage, although no abstract was in fact delivered. 

Ourrry, J., directed the bill to be taxed, as he thought that 





ch "a scale charge, which in fact did not exist, was overcharge 
witha ‘the. ale by the cases, and he also thought that 
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the fact that the solicitor had not taken steps to have the bill taxed when 
directed to do so was a s circumstance which would take the case 
out of the rule, although the bill had been delivered over twelve months.— 
Counszi, R. F. Norton ; F. H. Colt. Soxicrrons, Pattison, Wigg, § Co. ; Nash, 
Field, ¢ Withers. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 

Sir Wr11am Younse, late Chief Justice of Nova died about a 
week ago at the age of eighty-eight. Sir W. Young was son of Mr. 
John Young, of Falkirk, and was born in 1799. He was educated at the 
University of Glasgow. He was called to the bar in Nova Scotia in 1826, 
and he became a Queen’s Counsel for that colony in 1843. He was for 
many years a member of the Nova Scotian Parliament, of which body he 
was Speaker from 1843 till 1854. He was Attorney-General of Nova 
Scotia from 1854 till 1859, and he became Chief Justice in 1860, and judge 
of the Court of Admiralty in 1864. He received the honour of knighthood 
in 1869, and he retired from the bench in 1881. Sir W. Young was 
married to the daughter of Mr. Michael Tobin, of Halifax. 


Mr. Jouw Anrxurn Dzanz, solicitor, Town Clerk of Batley, died at 
Bournemouth on the 8th inst., after a somewhat long illness, Mr. Deane 
was admitted a solicitor in 1871, having served his articl es with his father, 
whom he succeeded as Town Clerk of Batley. He was also clerk 
to the borough magistrates, and after the passing of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, he was — official receiver in bankruptcy for the Dewsbury 
District. Mr. Deane was a perpetual commissioner for the West Riding 
of Yorkshire. He was, at the time of his death, associated in partnership 
with his younger brother, Mr. Edgar Ernest Deane. 


Sir Joun Peter Dz Gex, Q.C., died suddenly at his residence, 20, Hyde- 
park-square, on the 14th inst., at the age of seventy-eight. Sir J. De 
Gex was the eldest son of Mr. John De Gex, and was born in 1809. He 
was formerly fellow of Jesus College, Cambridge, where he graduated as 
a wrangler in 1831. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary 
Term, 1835, and he practised for many years in the Court of Ohancery 
and in the Court of Bankruptcy. He will be remembered as one of the 
old school of authorized reporters, his name extending through a long 
series of equity reports. In 1865 he reveived a silk gown from Lord 
Westbury, and after his promotion he appeared chiefly in bankruptcy 
appeals, but he relinquished his practice a few years ago. He wasa 
bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, of which society he was treasurer in 1882, and 
in that capacity he received the honour of Knighthood on the opening by 
the Queen of the Royal Courts of Justice. Sir J. DeGex was an honorary 
fellow of Jesus College, Cambridge. He was married to the eldest 
daughter of Sir John Henry Briggs. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Peter Dz Lanpe Lone, solicitor (of the firm of Monckton, Long, 
& Gardiner), of 17, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been appointed Solicitor to 
the Foundling Hospital. Mr. Long was admitted a solicitor in 1858. 

Mr. Arraur Wrii1aM Pzarcez, solicitor, of Southampton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 

Mr. James Henny Kemm, solicitor (of the firm of Robins, Cameron, & 
Kemm), of Gresham House, Old Broad-street, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Franx Horyoaks, solicitor, of Droitwich and Bro ve, has 
been appointed Olerk to the Stoke Prior School Board. Mr. Holyoake was 
admitted a solicitor in 1878. 

Mr. Jostan Sapien Empson, solicitor, of North Walsham, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Preston United District School Board. Mr. Emp- 
son is clerk to the North Walsham Local Board, and clerk to the county 
magistrates and the Commissioners of Taxes at that place. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Epmunp Tatzor Paumer, solicitor, of Portsmouth, Portsea, South- 
sea, and Gosport, has been appointed Olerk to the Alverstoke Local 
Board. Mr. Palmer was admitted a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Turner Couxtn, solicitor, of Saffron Walden, has been a tei 


Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the Walden Division of and 
for the Linton Division of Cambridgeshire on the resignation of his father, 
Mr. Joseph Thomas Collin. Mr. T. Collin 1s an M.A. of Trinity e, 


Cambridge. He was admitted asolicitor in 1877. He is a registrar of t 
Saffron County Court, and clerk to the magistrates for the Walden 
Division.and to the Linton Board of Guardians. 

Mr. Autaur Coox Cooxs, solicitor, of Horsham and Orawley, has been 
appointed ae to the Horsham Board fae or , Assessment Com- 
mittee, School Attendance Committee, R Sanitary Authority. Mr. 
Coole was admitted a eolicitor in 1872. 

Mr. Writ1am Henny Hxnpman Jonns, barrister, has been ted a 
Member of the Executive Council of the Island of Granada. r. Jones 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in July, 1878. He has been for 
some time Stipéndary Magistrate for the Island of Lucia. 





PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 
Wriutam Epwoop Surrey and Henry Epwarp Donnzer, 


solicitors. May 12. [Gasette, May 1 
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(Mr. French) was glad to say that, upon referring to the registrar 
Court of Chancery, and u 
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Mr. Etty found he was absol mistaken in the charge he 
made, und he now Bh. B.. it, expressing regret for 
having made it under a ae Seen eae Pecan 
go further and say that Mr, never intended at any time to make any 
imputation against Mr. Snow, and upon that Mr. Snow would not, 
under the circumstances, have taken from Mr. in euch a 
re He bp ony Ae take ot the “ i ae 

. Addison 4 desire merely what 
ho acids had boon sxfeahpecbiol, MOA Tea Teak he wm eieied to cas 
the smallest reflection on the personal conduct of Mr. Snow, or to 
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gest anything more than an excess of zeal on the 
clerk. Mr. Justice Wills said the imputation was a most 
What was suggested was that Mr. Snow had received a brief 
guineas, and that in his chambers it was altered to fifteen guineas. 
an imputation could not be allowed to pass. He was glad that the 
was not one of compromise, because 
Mr. Gnew sesupting ny Seals Ole) Sarr ce eae 
result of the case satisfy who read or heard of it that 
Snows character had been completely eet" ight by his action. 
On the 18th inst., at Ni Anthony : 
the 8 ‘of? Wasch andl the Y eet ape 1887 not being qualified to do 
e 3ist e A 80. 
Mr. Williams (Hunt & Williams eyprared on behalf of the 
Incorporated Law Society, and Mr. J. F. Wi on 
whose behalf he ed guilty. Mr. Willisms remarked that the defend- 
ant was with a of 12 
penalty for an offence under that section being £8. The 
an accountant, and, in connection with his work, had 
——_ ee ee pie. i 
the 3lst of March defendant wrote following letter a - 
man whose name he need not mention : — Rigg BT. 
Nottingham.—Dr. F. Howitt v. Yu .—Sir,—I am under the neces- 
sity of informing you that, unless 
to at once, I shall be to take legel proceedings 
orga you without further notice.—Yours respectfully, A. Busn.” 
t was clearly a 
way. Such letters 
The 
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Act. In doing so he wished to say that oe. ak ois a 
fraud or misrepresentation whatever, and 

that, so far as the words of the statute were “wilfully and falsely 
pretend,’’ no offence had 
the defendant must have 
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of such circulars often people to a great unnecessary expense 
and trouble, and the pape had imposed was quite as low as they 
could go. , . 

WARNING TO House PURCHASERS AND 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURKE. 
Rora OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. Court Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
No.1. No. 2 Kay. CHITTY. 
May 23 Mr. Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. Carrington Mr, Jackson 
‘ednesday = Pem an . Garie gto Foe ks0' 
m owes Carrington ackson 
pam ~ 26 Clowes Pemberton Lavie Koe 
ie ae Koe Clowes Carrington Jackson 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr, King Mr. Beal 
Ward Pugh 
King fl 
ug’ 
King Beal 





The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 28th day of May, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 3ist day of May, 1887, both days inclusive. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Bensamin Evans & Co, Luutrep.—Stirling, J., has fixed Monday, May 23 at 12, 
at his chambers, for = appointment of an official liquidator 
CHEMICAL Co, LIMITED. ee for winding up, presented May 11, 
directed to be beard before Kay, J., on Satarday, May 21. Gedge & Co, Old 
od, Sepentacter. solors for petners 
Minaed Map ait 4, it was ord uiden tess dha veldnnater elation ep ef the company bs 
was t e volun’ nding up 0 © company 
poatinued. ‘A brahams & Co, Old Jewry, enters tor manene . 
CARRIAGE AND Horse InsURANCE Lurrep.—Chitty, J., has, by 
gor 12, 7 <a Uharles Pietchon Richardson, 4, Tokenhouse 


ore, $0 to be official liquid 

preyed po apg 5 ae —Creditors are uirei, on or before June 
10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick 22, Queen st, Cheapside. pow 9 4 June 24, 


Bertram Smart, 
at 12, is appointed for hearing ae adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
FRIENDLY SOOIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Boowenr9 £10 Enaianp Cx0vp, Bell Inn, High st, Dudley, Worcester. May 10 
iC £10 Buriat Socrery, 8. Union st, Canterbury, Kent. May 10 
Prive Lopaz, United aa Fellows, Bolton nity, rowa Cow Inn, 
Loneutes. May 5 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LiMiTED IN Sone 
Daxora SrTock anp Grazine Co, lao tn for the continuance of the 
voluntary up, presented A; ril 29, directed & yc og J., to stand over 
until Saturday, 21. Brandon, E x st, Strand, solors for petners 
EB. L. Pans & Co, Luairep.—Petn to continue the voluntary winding up. pre- 
sented 14. directed to be heard before Kay, J., at the Royal Uourts, on 
Thursday, 2. Wooler, John st, Bedford row, agent for Morgan & Scott, 
Cardiff, solors for petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
= Frrenpty Benerir Socrery, George Inn, Alstonefield, Stafford. 


Frrenniy Soctety, Bedingfeld Restory, Suffolk. May 12 
MOUNTAINEERS’ FrienDiy Society, Horse Shoe Inn, The Bank, 


Ingleton, York. 1 
5 ye ie AND Gummpas Dausw Society, LIMITED, 22M, 
st, Kidd rminster, Worcester. May 
Mourvat Revier Socrery, Waggon and iieaees Inn, 69, Little London, Willen- 
hali, Stafford. May 13 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gasetie.—F ray, 
Berr, ge ALAM, Footyke, Lincoln. June 6. pes Se . North,J. Staniland, 


ie. ey GUINYEss, mCrmenwall es igheste, “rN Broker. June 
Jou, Fizamnent Paice azz, Kilileigh, Ireland. June 6 Routh v Lawrence, 


Chitty, J. 
BUTLER, CHARLES Layyo. ox, Belgrave 8q. Jnne 8. ‘Williams v Butler y 
a 4 1 7 t. © , Ka ’ 


sunita Weck iors paceman fee's Rar 

¢ Prior & 00, Linowia's fan inn feldg ‘ 
BowneEEL, Jans, Lele uae, Gent. ‘Sun dare fais one ¥ Bouskell, Stirling, J. 
pa pas, Sevenben eaeenaten, | Goncester. June 14. Smith v Gibbs, 


JOSEPH, Wie J 17. Sunderland 
SUNDERLAXD, Jo ester, semen. une 17, Sunder 
Bunderiand, Onitty, 3. Bygot, jen Hantienk rt ae! 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Ciar. 
Gazette.—F Rr. 


London A 
Joszru, Weaverham, Cheshire, Genk. Mos 20, Danger & Neville, 
—— Wylde Green, Warwick, Metal Caster. June 1s, King & Lud- 
e 


Brat, Many, Wickham Market, Suffolk. June 21. Welton, Woodbridge, Suffolk 

BrppEN, Jouw Epwarp. Loats rd, Clapham pk, Gent. June 15. Roopers & 
Whately, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Boorn, JouN BAINBRIDGE, Vatterick, York, Esq. June 11. Wray, Leyburn, 

Burke, Harriet, Avenuerd. June4. Guscotte & Co, Essex st 

Burrows, FREDERIC THomas, New ct, Lincoln’s inn. June 11. Russel, Cole- 


man st 

CARTHEW, JAMES Blythe lane, Hammersmi Licensed Victualler. 
June 14, Bawbridge & Sot, Aldermanbury sss 

CHICK. me. Witi1aM, So Petherton, Somerset, Farmer. May 31. Batten, 


ORESSWELL, WILLIAM, Southsea, Esq. Juneil. Davidson & Co, Spring gdns 
DuemorE, Henry Joun DEnnIs, King’s Lynn, Esq. June 20. Meredith & Co, 


New 
Evison, Sanunt, Liverpool, Draper. June 24. Price, John st, Bedford row 
Freee, b fag BEARE, Woodchurch rd, West Hampstead. June4. Gus- 
cotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Tope, Hgpater Gunivey, Melbourn Bury, Cambridge. June 14. Ware & 
Foster, JOSEPH, Heeley, York, Manager. May 28. Vickers & Co, Sheffield 
FREEBOUT, ANN JANE, Deptford. Juneii. Lockyer Deptford 


GaRWooD, Feces, Bury St Edmunds, Hotel Keeper. June 1. Gross & Son, 
Bary &t Edmunds 
RIOAED, , Paddock, York. Augi. Bottomley, Huddersfield 


Hart, Barnett, Bow. July 11. Clark, Walbrook 
HAWEER, JAMES WILLIAM, Poland st, Printer. June 24. Dod & Co, Berners st 
Hype, SAMUEL WILLIAM, Pall Mall, Gent. June 24. Duffield & Bruty, Token- 


ouse 
JOHNSON, ANN, Kensington. June 21, Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl 
JOHNSON, + pgese Henry, Kensington, Esq. June 21. Kinsey & Co, Blooms- 


bury 
Jounsony THOMAS, Adlington, Lancaster, Gent. June 18. Flegg & Son, Hill’s 


KENWORTHY, CHARLES JAMES Fox, Ealing. May 31. A. W. Kenworthy, lron- 


monger lane 
LA. Wit114M Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Cooper. May 31. Johnson, 


H 
Loants Viasat: Mledfe Wath, Gemuest, Usenet: Jai’ & Benen Oe 


penter, Bristol 
McBarn, Hepuzrad, Islington. July 30. Ashley & (o, Frederick’s place 


MrTcHELL, THomMas GIBBINS, Leamington, Esq. June 20. Mitchell, Leamington 
Merson, Francis, Bickham, Somerset. May 21. Ponsford & Co, Bardon 
Mvurpocu, HaRRiet, ROTHERHITHE. June 14. Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 
PorpPLEWELL. Ropert James, Holloway, Traveller. June 1. Wild & Co, Iron- 


monger e 
Srymour, Mary, Tonbridge. June4. Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 
SHEPPARD, EDWARD REVETT, Bramber, Sussex, Gent. June 2. Riley, Moor- 


gate Ss’ 
Sarr, FarRErR, Sunderland, Cabinet Maker. June1. Walker, Sunderland 
Soromon, Rosz, Maida Vale. June 17. Harvey-Samuel, Whittington avenue, 
Leadenhall 


st 

TEMPLEMAN, SrwEon, York, Gent. July 11. Cobb, York 
TooLeY, STEPHEN, Aylesbury, Jeweller. May 21. J & T Parrott, Aylesbury 
inter ~ som, © Upton, Essex, Regalia Manufacturer. June 7. Parkes, 

ct i 
Wang. + Sapa DEANE, Manby, Lincoln, Clerk. June 1. Allisons & Allisons, 
Wat, Ema, Moseley, Worcester. Juneé. Lane & Clutterbuck, Birmingham 
Watson, May, Bath. June8, Tucker, Bath 


WHitz, FREDERICK GEORGE, and WILLIAM DUNSFORD Wares, Upper Thames st, 
harfingers. June 28, Clarke & Co, Old Broad s' 
WINGFIELD, JOHN, Sheffield, Gent. May 31. Gould & Sonia, Sheffield 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Frimay, May 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
OK, CHARLES. Bouin, Worcester, without employment. Kidderminster. 


Pet May7. Ord May 
ARMSTRONG, HENRY, 1 A Smack Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet May 9, 


Ord May 9 
amemate, TRaLra, Rochdale, Lancs, Licensed Victualler. Oldham. Pet 
May 10. Ord May 10 
BARBER, ‘GzonaE, Liverpool, Tailor. Liverpool. Pet May 10. Ord May 10 


sasmepenee, Ca CatEeB, Manchester, China Dealer. Manchester. Pet May 10, 
BROADGATE, Tomen iy pmaaa Brigg, Lincs, Auctioneer. Gt Grimsby. Pet 


. Ord ga 
move, gy 5 By. wGLAS, Bristol, Cabinet Manufacturer. Bristol. Pet 
Cou, Ronee Bavib, Gasnents I W, Builder. Newport and Ryde. Pet April 
CroyD: zx, RaToLiry HENRY, Weymouth, Auctioneer. Dorchester. Pet May 10. 


Ord May 
Denyiz, Wir11aAM wgsate Hawey, Sheffield, Tobacco Manufacturer. Sheffield. Pet 


May 9. Pet May 9 
Dowsett, Epwarp Joun, Gt Dunmow, Essex, Picture Frame Maker. Chelms- 
riay Gagnon’ Cricketer Lo Clapton, Potato Salesman. High 
wer n. 
Court. Pet May Ord ° ns 
FIExD, JaAMEs a. es eee i taglines Keeper. Hastings. Pet May 5. 
GARRATT, Cuastas, Ridgmount, Bedford, Butcher. Bedford. Pet May9. Ord 
Goopwm, Wi1114x SLATER, Shottle, Derby, Farmer. Derby. Pet Mays. Ord 
Gnovs, Wi122AM, Hereford, Nurseryman. Hereford. Pet May1i. Ord May 11 
ne ne Birmingham, Wheelwright. Birmingham. Pet May 6. Ord 
ms, Eider Gloucester, L.R.C.P. and L.R.0.8, Gloucester. Pet 





| swt cttaas te any Tawicae, Cantiff, Groce. Cardiff. Pet May6. Ord May ¢ 
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Lower, SAMUEL Henry, Brighton, Baker. Brighton. Pet May 10. “Ord May 10 | 
MANCHESTER, WILLIAM, Portsea, Bootmaker. Portamouth. Pet May 10, Ord 


May 10 

2 ey ee Conenbuey villas, Islington, Civil Engineer. High 
lourt. a 

wee tt JOHN, Hawksworth, » totee asner. Nottingham. Pet May 11. Ord 


Mztion. Tomes, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet May 10, Ord May 10 
Morgan, Epwin, Newbury, Berks, Stonemason. Newbury. Pet May 11. Ord 


ay 11 
NEALE, Bazer, Salisbury, Painter. Salisbury. Pet May 10.’ Ord May 10 
Wawa, Pak may New Malton, Yorks, Fancy Draper. Scarborough. Pet May 


a 
ene tm _ Mon, Innkeeper. Newport, Mon. Pet April 28. 


ay 9 
Ovzoe, ad Tandport, Hampshire, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Portsmouth. 
et Ma: Ord 
PaRkEt, Jony Pav, Great Sutton st, Clerkenwell, Artificial Flower Manu- 
facturer. High Court. Pet Ma Ord May 10 
PEARCE, WALTER, Derby, Butcher. Derby. Pet 10. Ord May 10 


PICKERING, WILLIAM, Preston, Plumber. Preston. Pet May 11. Ord May 11 
panel 5 ROBERT, Southport, out of business, Liverpool. Pet April 30, 


Ord 

Becem, EDWARD AL arzaED JAMES, Portsea, Tobacconist. Portsmouth. Pet May 
11. Ord May 

i, THOMAS, Shaw, nr Oldham, Cotton Spinner. Oldham. Pet May 11. 

Ord May 

Rovere, ELjzaBeTu Louisa, Sedtieston, Northamptonshire, Spinster. North- 

mpton. Pet May 10. Ord Ma: 
SuEPLNY, Tiowas, jun, Manchester, 9 Broker. Manchester. Pet May 


aore, Jamm RAMWELL, Liverpool, Joiner, Liverpool. Pet May 10. Ord 

ay. 

Famaen, pay adn JAMES, Oleckeaton, Yorks, Innkeeper. Bradford. Pet May 

Ord 2 

TAYLOR, BAGKUEL, iow, Cheshire, Hatter. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet May 9. 
r a 

Waseem. WaALTEe Henry, and Jonn Smrpson Srext, Lilliput rd, wo 
Docks, Hardware Merchants. High Court. Pet May 10. Ord May 10 

WETHERLY Gay ROwWDEN, Southsea, Baker. Portsmouth. Pet May 10. 


Ord 
Woon, Waren, Thirsk, Yorks, Tallow Chandler. Northallerton. Pet May 7. 
ay 7 


The following amended moties is substituted - that published in the 
London Gazette of “—A> 
I aote, Ti ASRANIRE, Manchester, Merchant. anchester. Pet March 29, Ord 
pril 27 
The following Amended Notice is substituted Soe that published in the 
London Gazette of May 
Nixon, Gzorcz Toorn, LurHer Nixon, frm Bay ‘GILBERT Banks, Rugeley, 
Tronfounders. Stafford, Pet May7. Ord May 7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLINGTON, WALTER, Weelsby, Boot Dealer. May 25 at 12.30. Off Rec, 3, Haven 
st, Gt ‘Grimsby 
ARMSTHONG, HEN Hawsy, Lowestoft, Smack Owner. May 21 at1i, Off Rec, 8, King 
st, Norwich 
Asusgsowe, © RatPH, Rochdale, L d Victuall May 23 at 3.30. Townhall, 
Durant, Epwakn, Tunbridge Wells, Furattere D Dealer. May 20 at3. Spencer 
& Reeves, Mount Pleasant. Tunbrid. 
eenet Syrip, Gs Sarmera, Isle of W: Wien Ba Builder. May 20ati1. Off Rec, 
ewport, Isle o 
CooPER, JOHN Ft Fag Chstteris , Cambridgeshire, Veterinary Surgeon. May 
24 at 2.45. George Hotel, Chatteris 
Dawgs, JOHN, Scarborough, Auctioneer, May 23 at 12.80. Station Hotel, 


DEAN GAMURE, hag eee Yorks, Cabinet Maker. May 20 at8, Off Rec, 31, 
anor row. 

FRencu, ELizaBETH, Brighton, Lodging House Keeper. May 20 at12. Off Rec, 
4, Pavilion bldgs, a gel 

Guonos, Spann, : Lambeth walk, Cheesemonger. May 20 at 11. 33, Oarey st, 

sinn 

GopwIn, JOHN, Watton, Brecon, Baker. May 25 at12. Off Rec, Merthr Tydfil 

GREEN, CHARLES THOMAS, Cheapside, Tailor. May 20 at 2.90. Bankruptcy 
bldngs. Lincoln’s inn fields 

HARnieom, JOHN, Bedford hill, Balham, no occupation, May 24 at8. 109, Vic- 

ria-st, Westminster 

pe. ROBERT BOULTON, Leece, nr Ulverston, Farmer. May 21 at 11. 2, 
Paxton ter, Barrow in Furness 

Hutty, RicuarpD, Lancaster, Ale Merchant. May 23 at 2.15. Law Society, 


Castle 
JONES, JOHN Rexs, New Oxford st, Tailor. May 20at12. Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Lincoln’s inn fields J 


LINEs, BENJAMIN AvuGustus, Tingewick, Buckin Threshing Machine 
Preuss. May 28 at 10. Uounty — bury 

Muway, © een, aie Melton, Yorks, Draper. May 20 at 11.30. Off Rec, 74, 

orough 

NisBEck, Tom, Pomeymister, | Mon, Innkeeper. May 23 at 12, Off Rec, 12, 
Tredegar pl, Newpo on 

SAUNDERS, ARTHUR MORRELL, Sunb on Thames, Broker. May %atii. 16 
Room, 80 and 31, Swithin’s lane “ies 

mee ~ GEORGE, Bow rd, Boot Dealer. May 20 at 1%. 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


ae HERBERT, Gt Yarmouth, Grocer. May 21 at 12. Off Rec, 8 King st, 


eae Spee BMMWE, Liverpool, Joiner. May 25 at 8. Off Rec, 26, Victoria 

y 8' 

Sarr, JoHN og «7 Falcon rd, Battersea, Cheesemonger. May 20 at 3, 109, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

Tr, Sone in Furness, Builder. May 24at11. 2, Paxton terr, Barrow 


TrnsLay, CHARLES J, Ann st, Mile End, Licensed Victualler. May 20 at 2.30, 
38, Carey st, Liocoln’s inn 
TOWNSEND, JAMES, GEORGE TOWNSEND, and RoBERT TOWNSEND, Colne, Cotton 
P 


ers. May 20 at 2.30. Crown Hotel, —— 
W. in Furness, Aerated Water 
Makers. 2 ati0. 2, Paxton terr. Dorvow in Furness 
Wasps, Osporn HENRY, Dover, Draper. May 21 at 11,30, Lan eckruptey biden, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALLCOoK, Guanes, Bewdley, Worcester, without employment. Kidderminster. 


Pet gE rd 7 
——, Y¥, Lowestoft, Smackowner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet May9. Ord 











Barca, Fursn Ew, nr Manchester, no ocoupation. Macclesfield. 


BARBER, GEORGE, . Liverpool. Pet May 10. Ord May 11 
Ree Cn eee Manchester. Pet May 10, Ord 
DAS, Sean Rew ain, ee ee Pe High Court. Pet Feb 2. Ord 
Bonageos, Sista, Actioten, Seley, Grover. Madeley. Pet March 21. Ord 
Bnoapesen, Josten ogers Palrauman, Brigg, Anscte, Anctiense. Gt Grimaby. Pet 

May 10. Ord May 11 
Jon, Glastonbury, Somerset, Grocer. Wells. Pet May 8. Ord 
Coriins, 3 Ord Mayo Cardigan, Ironmonger. Aberystwith. Pet 
Ord 
NRY, Sheffield, Tobacco Manufacturer. Sheffield. Pet 
DevoxaLb, GxoRGE Jans, and Hunpeet Ep Maxset Casa, Betstel, 'Wary- 
housemen. 
DosBNEY, Soeee ie serge, Nok. Maivern, Reston, Carriage Proprietor. 
rata ae Seek, Werlien Cloth Manufacturer. 
Furcase, @ x Crcketiild i Lower Clapton, Potato Salesman. High 
Gamearr, Guanes Eo a Bedford. Pet May6. Ord 
Gannett. rl Ord Bay 0 5 Refreshment house Keeper. Gloucester. Pet 
Goonwit, WILLIAM SLATER, Shottle, Derby, Farmer. Derby. Pet May 9. Ord 
ee ne Hereford. Pet May 11. Ord May it 
Hoveuton, Rosert, Bristol, Ironmonger. Bristol. Pet April 20. Ord May 10 
ven, Wisi B, Benge, General Dealer. Bangor. Pet April 18. Ord 
Joxs, Capwatzapas, Liangynog, Montgomery, Innkeeper. Newtown. Pet 
ay 

Jo Gnonax emerged ngs: Oldbury. Pet May 3. 

MP Plumber. Bangor. Pet April27. Ord May 11 
Lewis, Morgan LLEWELLYN, Cardiff, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet May 6. Ord May 7 
Lower, SamMvugt Heney, Brighton, Baker. Brighton. Pet May 10. nee gp 

MANCHESTER, WILLIAM, Portsea, Bootmaker. Portamouth. Pet May 10. Ord 


May 10 
Mancuant, Ropgert Mvupes, Canonbury villas, Islington, Civil Engineer. 
teat aaa eben ae tis “Ord May 1) Farmer. Nottingham. Pet 


Ord 1 
an, x Nyvand Haxex Jomx Coors, Victoria st, Engineers =~ 
Maneen, Sow, ewbury, Berks, Stonemason, Newbury. Pet May 11. 


Newsy, Winx, New Malton, Yorks, Draper. Scarborough. Pet May 9. Ord 
Namnsee, JameEs, Southsea, Draper. Portsmouth. Pet April2i. Ord May7 
ne Ord May 1 Pontymister, Mon, Innkeeper. Newport, Mon. Pet April 2. 
Lastpert . Hampshire, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Portsmouth. 
Cun, Aire t. r¢] ard Mag 
‘WALTER, tcher. Derby. Pet May 10. Ord May 10 


PICKERING, WILLIAM, Preston, Plumber. Preston, Pet May 11. Ord May il 
Rosinson. James Wiison, Macclesfield, Grocer. Macclesfield. Pet April 21. 


Rows, EDWARD AuraxD James, Portsea, Tobacconist, Portsmouth. Pet May 


Reere, eee ae mm, Morthamptanshiivn, Sptnstes. North- 
Eee High Court. Pet April 5. Ord 
;THoMAS, jan, Manchester, Furniture Broker, Manchester. Pet May 

YLOR, SAMUEL, Crewe, Cheshire, Hatter. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet May 9. 
ee Liangybi, Oarnarvonshire, Farmer. Bangor. Pet March 2. 
rev Age 2. Ord May Nentygaeeg, ar Amiach, Angiany, Hesmer. Bangor. Pet 


Toe te nt Huvay, Plymouth, Fish Buyer. East Stonehouse. Pet May 7. 
Varow, Jou and Epwazp Proxex Uatow, Broad Clyst, Devon, Millers. Exeter. 


Warstzn, J1atHs, Amootts, Lincolnshire, Bricklayer. Sheffield. Pot April 19. 


Warsgisiy, ita Rowoa, Southees, Baker Portsmouth. Pet May9. Ord 
Waa, "G@ponon,, Newoastlo on Tyne, Plumber. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Woon, York Builder, York. Pet April 9. Ord May 9 


Ww Om ee, Sat, Tay, See Hee Northallerton. Pet May 7. 


org tails thin Pag pea Stockton on Tees and Mid- 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Bovayros, rete Sy eee , Bucks, Coal Merchant. Aylesbury. Adjud 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, May 17. 
REVEIVING ORDERS. 

Brcxwiin, Waurer, Leeds, Marble Merchant. Leeds. Pet May 13, Ord May 13 

panei Ord Mar Moxgkton, Yorks, Licensed Victualler. York. Pet May 

Baows, W 1LLUM, High st, Stoke Newington, Draper. High Court. Pet May 

Buacux, ron Si et cima Tne Gloucester, Pet 

Tones, Chimark, Wilts, Farmer. Salisbury, Pet May 18. Ord 

pre ELu9re, Tottenham ot rd, Boot Manufacturer. High Court 
Pete May ts, Gea MATa chant High Court. Ord May 7 


Pet uw 
Ruza0gt,, Tacmas,) Poesteny Semenshien, Wena -Bpetens » May 
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_e Uxbridge, Trunk Maker. High Court. Pet Jan 22 


Fisuzr, Davin, Selston, Notts, out of business. Derby. Pet May 12. Ord May 12 


Hux, Catze Feri Exisu, Pelsall, Staffs, Butcher. Walsall. Pet May 13, 
Ord May 13 


Him, = 5 ary Wr1114m, Bournemouth, Music Seller. Poole. Pet May 12. 
Ord May 12 
RICHARD, Truro, Blacksmith. Truro. Pet May 12. Ord May 12 


Hopeson, Epomas, Lazonby, Cumberland, Joiner. Carlisle. Pet May 18. Ord 
Hotiine. Jounx, Tankersley, Yorks, Innkeeper. Barnsley. Pet May 138. Ord 


Hoven, be ‘ARD JORDAN, Bishopsgate st, Merchant. High Court. Pet Apr 4. 
Ora 1% 
Hunt, WILL1ast Hvueues, Bradford, Tailor. Bradford. Pet May 14. Ord May 14 


= Conia Holborn Viaduct, Tailor. High Court. Pet May 11. Ord 
Luwrorr, JABEZ J. Aaa, address unknown, Bootmaker. High Court. Pet Feb 


19. Ord May 
Gronoz. ie. and GEORGE lan, jun, Cheltenham, Hay Dealers. 


Cheltenham. Pet May i2. Ord May 
Nicnoias, WILLIAM, Bristol, Flour Dealer. “bristol. Pet May 14. Ord May 14 


Ni ALFRED, and Henry Norris, Dishepagate st Within, Stationers. 
High Court Pet Mar ii. Ord May 1 
me = ne om Denby Dale, Yorks, out of business. Barnsley, Pet 
cae S - Cuxham, Oxforshire, Miller. Oxford. Pet April 16. 
ay 

ROnERss, . coum i", Bournemouth, House Decorator. Poole. Pet May 13. Ord 

Rue W. Wir11am Hvurcuinson, Kilham, Yorks, Farmer. Kingston upon Hull. 
Pet May 5. Ord May 14 

SKEAVINGTON, JAMES ag and JAMES yea Nottingham, Lace 
Manufacturers. Der Pet May 12. Ord M 

S.ieut, Joun pptasvane, ~ —y Norfolk, Clerk (3 Holy Orders. King’s 

Lynn. Pet May 12. Ord May 

TREGELLAS, b coma Plymouth, Tailor. East Stonehouse. Pet May 13. Ord 


‘Wann, , a4 Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet May 12. Ord May 12 
Great Grimsby. Pet 


wna So Clee, Lincolnshire, Fish Merchant. 
W , Epwix roxas, Jematen rd, Bermondsey, Printer. High Court. 
March 30. Ord May 
Ewa ree eiiestene: Schoolmistress. Canterbury. Pet May 10. 
FiIsHWIcx. a nr Liverpool, Furniture Dealer. Liver- 
maemo Pet May 12. Ord May 

RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 

High Court. 


Les, GEORGE FREDERICK, St Lawrence rd, Notting Hill, Gent. 
ey Bee Resc May 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bumson, Gzoncz, Nun Monkton, Yorks, Licensed Victualler. May 26at12. Off 
Ree, 17, Blake st, York 
¥, and Wir11am Hinz, Lettice st, Peneer st, Fulham rd, 
* May %atii. Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Brows, ARCHIBALD Dogars, Bristol, Cabinet Manufacturer, June 3 at 2. Off 
Rec, Bank chbrs. Bristo 
Grorez, Chilmark, ‘Wilts, Farmer. May 27 at 3. Off Rec, Salisbury 
Sa Belisbay Hewry, Weymouth, Auctioneer. May 24 at 1.30, Off Rec, 
Drxon. GRiIFFizs, Nant Hall, Flint, Esq, May 26 at 12. Off Rec, 
Doses. Epwm, London st, Fenchurch st, Tailor. May 26 at 2.30, 33, Carey st, 
pies toh soit 
Dowsstr, Enwanrp Jonn, Gt Dunmow, Essex, Picture Frame Maker. May 25 at 
Shirehall, Chelmsford 
Exzorr, Preston, Lancashire, Watchmaker. May 25at3. Off Rec, 14, 
peas 5 ge a mama out of business. May 2%at2. Flying 
— masake Saami Shottle, Duffield, Derbyshire, Farmer. May 24 at 
Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Davey é 
Hansow, Huma, Heathfield ph. Willesd en «reen, out of business. May 26 at 11. 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 
ee Sa Seuenenth, Sines Salter. May 26 at 1.80. 
pes 0 na ae, Licensed Victualler. May 25 at 2.30. 33, 


, Truro, Blacksmith. May 2 a: 4. Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
eet ccanunan eee May 26 at 12. Off Rec, 3%, 


Fisher st, Carliele 
Hovspex, oy ag rd, Clapton, Grocer. May 25 at 11. Bank- 
Sinn 
Jens, Witt towey 16," Fersitare Detter: May 2% at 11. 33, Carey 


St Cement May %ati2. Bank- 
Se ek eet Ohenns 1. Cheltenham, Hay Dealers. M. 
wt a vy ay 
Lorene, Hix, St Mar st, Whitechapel, Clothier. May 26 at 12. Bankruptcy 
me 7 = Brigton, Baker. May 2 at 12. Off Rec, 4 Pavilion 
a Weelsby, Lincoln, Nautical Instrument Maker. May 2 
moran, Witism, Portsos, Soreneker, : 
Magma, ‘Witssn, May 2% at 3 166, Queen st, 
cay BEXIAxCs Jacrso%, Norton, Derby, Traveller. May 25 at 11.90. Off 
East hill, Whetstone, 4 2% 
Pog Emmy orth ae. ae 
, Painter. May 24 at 3.15. Off Rec, Salisbury 
gs Boeck, Desier in Feney Goole, May 25 at 12. 
spam, Derby. Butcher. May 2% at 2.30. Off Rec, St James’s 


Seen Metis, Peon, Fentee May 2% at 3. Off Rec, Chapel st, 


on i tla May 2% at 11. 2%, Colmore row, Bir- 
Ruzs QR: Hew Meschant. May % at 11.00, Off Rec, 3, Crock- 


atil. 16 3 
pean rg 





Bournemouth, House Decorator. May 26 at 12.30. Oriterion 
Rooms, EDw ee Areaae Taunt, Povtecs, Tekacteatih. May 2% at 3.20, 166, 


Reem, 157. om 


p. Fortece 
Romani, THiowas, 8 Oldham, Cotton Spinner. May 2 at3. Off Reo, 
Priory chmbrs. Union tt, Oldham é 
SHAND, JOHN AUCHMEDDAN BAIRD ae, Fant ot, Deengle, Rarutetee at Law. May 2% 


ati2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Manchester, Furniture Broker. May 24 at 11.30, Off 
pies st, Manchester 
ite), _ Derby, Lace Manufacturer. May 
25 at Flying roe Hotel, N ttingham 
axnariioute: “JAMES DEvMMonn, and J ance SEEAVINGTON, Foseaey™, Lace 
Manufacturers. May 2%at3. Flying Horse Hotel, Notiingham 
SKEAAINGTON, JAMES nang pond sep estate), Tkeston, Derby, Lace Manufacturer 


May 2 at 4. yume > ae. Notti 
TA, CHARLES J. ‘tues Cleckheato . Innkeeper. May 2 at 11. Off Rec 
i. Manor row. Bradford 


WauronD, yg Highgate Hill, Dairyman. May 25 at 11. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coins 
Wares, Seaper ROWDEN, Southsea, Baker. May 26 at 3. 166, Queen st, 


Woop, Emma Buppen, Folkestone, Schoolmistress. May 25 at 3.80. 73, Sand- 


gate rd, Folkestone 
Wray. aaney, eon upon Hull, Solicitor. May 27 at 2. Hull Law Society, 
ec. 


WricHT, Tuomas Hots, and Davip JaMEs WRIGHT, reswtet st, Whar- 
fingers. May 26 atli. Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
ZACHARY, WILLIAM FisHWwIck, Walton, me Sranpen, Furniture Dealer. May 27 
at3. Off Rec, 35, Vistecle 04, Liveceed 
AJUDICATIONS. 
Ausmaem, NT EIAe, Cannou st, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet Apr 


Austin, THOMAS, + Tailor. Birmingham. Pet Apri9. Ord May 14 
Barrow, GEoRGE W: Leckhempton, Gloucs, Jeweller. Cheltenham. 


'—— 
Pet Apri9. Ord Ma 

Batrun, Isaac, Penzance, Cechensien, Truro. Pet Apr 25. Ord May 11 
BEcKWITH, WaLTsR, Leeds, Marble Merchant. Leeds. Pet May 13. Ord May 13 


ese oe, i Tunbridge Wells, Furniture Dealer. Tunbridge Wells. Pet 
ay 6. 
Buae, Jonn, Dinton, se Wriits, Miller, Salisbury. Pet Apri6. Ord May 12 


Sve, nonce, Cinderford, Gloucs, Innkeeper. Gloucester. Pet May 13. 
=> Henry, Nonington, Kent, Farmer. Canterbury. Pet Apr25. Ord 
CnovDEN, fasaure Henry, Weymouth, Auctioneer. Dorchester. Pet May 10. 
DowsETr. Epwarp, Jonny, Great Dunmow, Essex, Picture Frame Maker. 


Chelmsford. Pet May 10. Ord May 12 
Ex.iotr, THomas, Preston, Watchmaker. Preston. Pet May 13. Ord May 13 


mee ~~ & x ¢. ‘a May is Bond st, Dealer in Works of Art. High Court. Pet 
March 2 r 
Fumyp. Pav, Peleten, N fettiniateisdbhi, out of business. Derby. Pet May 9. 
May 1 
Frost. WALTER Teaac,, Maney rd, Stee Newington, Root Salesman. High 
Court. Pet Ma a fa 
tiny ral Staffordshire, Butcher, Walsall. Pet May 


Hitt, CALEB Fah 
18. Ord May 
Hockina, eomane, Siesta, Blacksmith. Truro. Pet May 12. Ord May 12 
mone. 7 Tuomas, Lazonby, Cumberland, Joiner. Carlisle. Pet May 13. Ord 
snes: Wrtzsax Hu@ues, Bradford, Tailor. Bradford. Pet May 13. Ord 
ay 1 
Ord Map , Plashet lane, Essex, Manager. High Court. Pet April 5. 
Maas, Anti, })ronfield, Derbyshire, Draper. Chesterfield. Pet April 23. 
Mant. JosuPH Cox Cox, Queen Victoria st, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet 
‘an 13. 
a + a gy - 2 Barge Builder. Rochester. Pet May 5. Ord 
MeETCALYR, LEONARD, peeenenes, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper. Bradford. Pet 
April 25. Ord May 12 
gia Con idee He — Nether, Yorks, out of business. Barnsley. Pet April 
Nowy, THOMAS, U Dalton = Foraese, Farmer. Ulverston and Barrow in Furness. 
PRICKETT, TaoMA, Milford i Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet April27, Ord 
Roem, mous, LY ard upon Severn, Worcestershire, Baker. Worcester. Pet 
ay 
Surn, JAMEs BRAMWELL, Liverpool, Joiner. Liverpool. Pet May 10. Ord May 18 
IsRaEL SCARGILL, Barnsley, Yorks, Grocers. Barnsley. Pet 
Pg oak RoBEERTSs, Manchester, Merchants. Man- 
STOW, JOSEPH Hore. Keighley, og AM Shop Manager. Bradford. Pet Apri 
TREGELLAS, JOSIAH, Y sia Tailor. East Stonehouse. Pet May 12. Or 


4 
Wankp, Joun, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet May 12, Ord May 12 
Watson, WaLTER Hewey, and Jonn Sunes ay ut rd, ager Docks, 
Merchants Court. 0. Ord Ms 


Hardware 
rf | Pet 


Wenner, Joux, New Clee, 
May 13, Ord Ma 

HITING, CHARLES, Lcopect Masteans Liverpool. Pet April 21. Ord May 14 

‘Ween, aes Bape, Folkestone, Schoolmistress. Canterbury. Pet May 1° 


iy 1 
Wricut, Henry Tows Ley, Briere Queensland, Commander in Navy. High 
Court. Pet Oct12. Ord Ma: Me wi illenanes 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
Cypeeate, — Maw M4 Roebourac, Western Australia, Stephen James 
6, at Market Lincolnshire, Robert Heaford Daubney, 
14, at Hyde-park-square, Sir John Peter De Gex, @.0., M.A., 


DAUBNEY.— 
De GEx.— 


SYEVENS.—May 14, at Norwich, George Alden Stevens, solicitor, aged 6. 


—~— 

















esers. & Son, at the 
advertisement, May 14, p. 6), 
= 24.—Mr. 
vertisement, May 14, p. 6). 
May 24.—Mr. G. STOCKINGS, at the Mart, at 2 p m., 
IS nny ent, * Me 16D, 6). 


ge May 14, p. 6). 


TEWSON. 
see advertisem 1 5). 
SERS, nk ioe 


G0. STOCKINGS, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground (see 


vat the Mast, ab 8 pay Leasehold Property (see 


at the Mart, at 


The Subscription to the Soxscrrons’ Jounwan ts—Town, 260, 6d. ; 
Country, 288. 6d. ; with the Wauxty Reronrsn, 53s, Payment in ad- 
vance includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Volumes bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 





Reversion (see advertise- 


Tae Lo«rs 





All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’? must ve 


authenticated by the name of the writer. 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. | 


Anti- 


speptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder, 
Guaranteed 


re Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength cf cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and rv REALITY cHEAPgeR than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a tesspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatrma A La Vanruxe is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tins at Is. 64., 38., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 


HM, Scuwezrrzzr & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C, 


YACHTING GRUISE TO THE LAND OF THE 
MIDNIGHT SUN. 
bg Splendid Steam Yacht ‘‘ OEYLON,” 


tons register, will leave G ravesend on June 
9th and July 9th for a Twenty-five days’ Pleasure 
Cruise to the beautiful Norwegian Fjords and the 
North Cape; and on August 6th for a Fourteen days’ 
Cruise to the id ords and Moldé, keeping in smooth 
water inside the Islands. gow pe articulars of these and | 
subsequent cruises Pallet, y = ccna Yacht | 
* Ceylon ” Office, 7, Pall 








EDE AND SON, 
ROBE pit - MAKERS, 


sichpetincs sl yo eaten 


the Whole of 
bad Judicial ull Bench, Gon Gorporation of t London, &e, 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wi and Qegunter Pagiiows, Town Clerks, 
a d Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION neees, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
‘ ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND, 


LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 


Rowe vii Crinan and Caledonian ). 
Grscanee COLUMBA or IONA from 





Royal Mail 

Glasgow Daily at 7 a.m. vm we aoe at 9 a.m. 
conveying, in in connection’ wi d 
Steamers, for for, Oban, Fore William, ver- 
ness, Lochawe, Iona, Glencoe, 
Ey ficial tal Grd, 9 8d. ; maereee’, 6d. 

is., or 
Bookstalls.” Tim: Post. Bill with Map x, Fae deste 


the owner, oak MAacBRAYNE, 119, Hope-street, 
' Glasgow. 





UNTEARABLE LETTER 
GOPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 
1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 
English made. 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT. 





WODDERSPOON & CO,, 
7, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREET, 
LINOCOLN’S INN, W.0. 


QONDON and, COUNTRY. LDVERTISRAINT 
jt pa 117, CHANOERY LANE, FLEET 
Ty GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 





begs to direct the attention of the 

the advantages of his ty pe 
for” years in the special of all pro forma 
TLD, Gus Saw of catenins a Bnd the 
forms for file of “* London nd 








THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT 


Contains neeey 10, 000 Safes and Strong Rooms. 
Guarded Night 
and Day. 


An absolutely 
secure place. 


Easy of access 


for Storing re a 

ers OF 

DOCUMENTS, 45 
WILLS, DEEDS, ars eS | 
BONDS a 
LEASES, a all stalls 
Lc 

kinds of = C 

VALUABLES. | 
Burglar-Proof 


and Fire-Proof. 
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VIEW OF ONE OF THE STRONG ROOMS FITTED WITH SAFES. 
Each Renter has a separate Safe or Strong Room, and is possessed of the only 
key to it in existence, thus ensuring complete Privacy and Security. 


Prospectus and Cards of Admission to view sent Post-Free on application to the 


THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT, 61 & 62, CHANCERY LANE, 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. May 21, 1887. 
QUEEN INSURANCE COMPANY. 


Head Office of the Company: QUEEN INSURANCE BUILDINGS, 10, DALE STREET, LIVERPOOL. 
London Office: QUEEN INSURANCE BUILDINGS, 60 GRACECHURCH STREET. 


TWENTY-NINTH ANNUAL REPORT. 


The Report and Accounts for the year 1886, presented to the Shareholders at the Annual Meeting, on cgay Oo May 5, 1887, showed in the FIRE BRANCH, 
that the ony for 1886, after deducting Re-insurances, amounted to £601,649, and the losses to £353 494; or 58°75 ver cent. Inthe LIFE BRANOG, that New 
feoued for £258,990, yielding in premium £9 915, and that the total net premium income was 28 374, That the payments to policyholders were 

741. and. that the Life Fund was increased by £40,003. The balance at credit of profit and loss, after rey ? £23,000 to the Fire Fund, V4 shown t» anount to 
and was disposed of as follows: —£37, 005 5s. for Dividend and Bonus; £16,701 178. sdded to Reserve Fund; and £90,489 8s. 4d. carried forward. 


10s. 4d., 
Tne FUN DS were shown thereafter to stand as follows: —Uapital paid up, £180,035; Reserves, £440,489; Life Accumulation Fund, £561, tie: Annuity Fand, £24,202. 
Total Funds in Hand, £1,296,062. 














THE AUDITORS’ REPORT, DATED 27TH APRIL, 1887, STATED :— 
Pe have examined the books of the Queen Insurance Company, with the vouchers and securities, including the certificates sent home from the American 


es for their investments. We have also examined the audited balance sheets of the soretgn branches, and we certify that the combined 
balance sheet exhibits a full and accurate view of the company’s position on the 3ist December, 1886, 


as shown b: e books 
HARMOO. OOD B BANNER & SON, Chartered Accountants, 
THE INCOME OF THE COMPANY 18 NOW £786,392. THE COMPANY HAS PAID IN SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS £6,131,959. 


T. WALTON THOMSON, General Manager. J. K. RUMFORD, Sub-Manager. THOS. J. DAVIDSON, Resident Secretary in London. 
ACTIVE AND INFLUENTIAL AGENTS " WANTED. 














TO THE HOLDERS OF INDIA 24 PERCENT. $1 STOCK, AND HE MORTGAGE INSURANOE COR- | FFICES to be LET.— Some splendid 





] PORATION, LIMITE Rooms in a fine building close to the Law 
INDIA £4 PER gE ge ene AMOUNT OF CAPITAL SUREORIEED, £710,000 | | Sate Dh —. beg an es Fe ge a" peg 
Secretary of State for India in Council hereby Offices cf the Corporation— Depo . y electri 


} odera’ well suited for > 
notice that, with _ a ght ge per BN nme ig vs * : Stag, te ‘eve convenience; mot or rae, Sigmar to! ye 
end India r Cent. Stoc cates on. EYDELL UVERIE, rman. and 
becoming le a Pe on or after the 10th | Sir SypNzY H. WaTERLOW, Bart., uty-Chairman. = —e Office in the Hall oF, ™ 
October. 1888, a gt in the Advertisements | Policies are now being issued by t Corporation 
which the Stock and Stock Certificates have insuring Mortgages of Freehold and Lessehold Oth ki 
issued, he is willing to grant alike amount of | Property. holders of Mortgage Debentures and bet and ers Seeking 
£3 108. per an a tock and India £3 10s. per — Stock, against loss of principai and in- BERS close to the Law Courts.—A 
Stock vely, in exchange for | terest. splendid Suite of two, three, or five rooms to be Let, 
India £4 per Gent. S and India £4 per Vent. | ‘These Policies will be of especial advan to | in a fine Building quite near the Law Courts. and 
Trustees who may be held msible for losses | edjotning the Onsnsery - lane Safe Deposit. hted 
ders of —y¥ £4 per Cent. Stock or Stock | consequent upon their Investmen’ by electric light and every conveniénce ; me, erate 
Certificates who avail themselves of this offer will | Mortgagors insuring with the Corporation will rent.—Apply at the Collector’s Office, in ‘the Hall of 
receive on the 6th July, yment of £1 12s. 6d. | also be enabled to obtain Advances at the lowest | 63 and 64, Chancery-lane. 
per Ooms. it. on the amount of of inde, £4 per Cent. Stock possible rate of interest. 
br Stock Certificates surrendered, being a yuarter’s | The Corporation also grants Policies to Lease- ESIDENTIAL CHAMBERS to be LET, 
invorest at £4 per Cent. per annum ’ that date, -— | holders tore the eon E of the ——_ ay | close to the Law Courts; fitted with every 
shillings annum for a year and a | @ e exp on oO leases or at any 
quarter te October, 18:8, paid in advance; and sub- ods. convenience; lighted by electric light; modes 


peri sie 
ently Interest will be due quarterly on the 6th | For particulars and conditions of Insurance apply pe — Apply st the Collector's Office, in th 
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rege A 5th April, ‘oa 5th July in each | to the Secretary. TAS. ©. PRENSEET ee 
he rate of £910, pet Vent. per ee : INSEP, Secretary. | + aW STATIONERS, PRINTERS, and 
cei idee te mot potiemakts | NY ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY Cer 3 F ~ close to be, Let in 
1981, but will be redeemable at | Established 1836. | Courts and the Chancery: lane it; lighted 
ox deer.” upon eno youre ‘previvus Uoxvon: 1, Moenate a E.C, AssgpsEn: 1, | by electric light, and fisted with every convenience 
ven in *‘The London Gazette”’ 


Un moderate rent. — Apply at once at the Collector’s 
of State for India in Council. INCOME & FUNDS, (1885) :— 
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of State for In Council, in a form to be 
at the Chief Accountant's Office at the Bank | 
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| Office in the Hall of 63 and 64 Chancery-lane. 
ks of the Btock are kept at, the Bank ot | 0 PES en oe 5 aiecmiadiad . * em 
here po cnatie te bE pe tl” ae " 
— Interest.. Ske me ww ae ITO! and hers. — y 
— Stock Certificates are free Acounulated i Funds ye Le 88,134,000 T and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
* | PEEPS OE at. Lonsdale bers, No. a9 Chancery-lane 
same facilities are given in s pespect of this Stock peed A the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 
Daas ot Gene into Geechee | | EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE | (epeished Rooms’? Meetings, “Arbitrations’ &0.— 
with xed le RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY | Apply to Messrs. LAUNDY Co., Chartered Ascount- 
im the case of Consols and India Four and | °° other Securities and ——e PURCHASED, or Loans | ants, on the premises. 
= Cent. Stocks. Trustees are empowered to | °T Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
invest Funds - “this Stock, unless expressly | VERSIONARY INTEREST BOCIETY LIMITED), 10 HAMBERS for CITY GENTLEMEN! 
forbidden + an Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Sti Established 
The Molders of Toate a ue Cont Beedk mt ik | 1835. ital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 
D rc or * ’ . 
FR oe altecnagy For Bef eoelengs wd Stock o coniaued “CLAYTON, } Join (QHAMBERS for PROFESS IONAL GEN- 
H. CLAYTON, Secretaries 
|. Hh eR te aie Pr el tnd (HAMBEES and OFFICES COMBINED 
of ; and euch assents must be delivered a; | ESTAB a N 
the Accountant’s Office at the Bank of England IRKEBEOK BA K.= EMPLE OHAMBERS (Residential and 
on or before Wednesday, the ist June, 1887. sem Ainge, namorry lane. Official) ).—Adjoining the Temple, close to to the 
the time of the delivery of such assents, the holders THREE per CENT. I allowed on | Royal Courts of Justice, Lanco! Is and the 
of the India £4 per Cent. Stock thereby affected will DEPOSITS, » Fepayable on demand. Strand, and within five po walk of the eCity 
ee anes wee their respective shares | zwe e INTEREST on CURRENT | | central and quiet, with immediate te Be Aan ; 
of une, or, in the case of | ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly | conveyance to all parts of town. H ond omat ou 
assents seat in on or before the i6th May, on the 2nd | | Calgnees, when nod Gaswe, below G28, heating by steam - radiators, t sanitary 
June, their share of India £4 per Cent. Stock baving Beak undertakes for its Customers, free of | ents, &c. Rents of re vecuns 60 yn 4 
Mercer neste mag emits of indi asic, | Charge, the Cuatody of Dost ensign of ils oF from £20 t0 £00. “Suites, e100 to £280.~Apply to thé 
mney from that date be dealt in. ‘Theassents of holders | Ex Techenen, Dectdouan tek Gon urchase | Secretary or the Steward, on the premises, Temple 
of | and sale of Stocks, § Shares, and Anni sitios. ‘Potters or | Chambers, Temple-street, E.C. 
One BIRKBECK 2 ALMANAOK, with full particu- FFICES and OHAMBERS, close to the 
ee een ee oes See Cunt. Stock | lars, post-free, on application. New Law to be Let in a newly-erected 
after the expiration of seven days from — FRANCIS RAVENSOROFT, Manager / 80d handsome block of buildings; rooms, £15 to £35 
by ee oy el per annum ; suites at a reduction. Apply, New-inn- 
the case of Stock transferable at the Bank of | eocebers, SS rer gevee, erand 5 or to Messrs. 
Ieelons, and of Certificates issued in respect thereof, | WM ESsss. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg | Corts & Conta, Surveyors, 14, Cockspur-street 
the from the Accountant- | to announce that their Sales by Auction of Pall Mall, 8 
General's pA ey of “Ireland, oe etore | EM Plate, Watches, Chains, tones, 
vi oe On Or ore | 
the st 3687, a8 aes ptm b-T -? ee Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, M2 _PUTTICK & SIMPSON, Literary 
Bill oduced Parliamen make | The attenti ft Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, an Fine Art Auctioneers, 47, Leicester mare 
a pticumey end oe aetna me my reed of | and othene is partioulasly called to this ready means - on, W. yey to —— tors, rua ae, 
. ot 
Sak Gas sevens surrendered as above, applicable to India | ‘tothe disponal of Property of deceased aid other Bolicitors, and’ the Trade: pg Pam 


ge a Ay ee na In consequence of the frequency of their sales | Engravings, Paintings, and other works 
that all olideys of Ina Secretary of S tate in | Weasrs.J. & D. are enabled to fnciode lange or small with the Fine Aste, Muslin Instcamente, and 
Coane holders of India £4 per Cent. stock | guantities at short notice (if Prieelt. descriptions of Valuable Property, will commence 
eee ee ee OS tificates who do not, | “ Sales of Furniture held at private houses. October 17, and that their warehouses are open daily 
Pay Ne ee ee ene, ae, ently ta | pled to tg Oly ue or Transfer. Terms on ap- for the reception of gonsigued$o them for sale. 
i i £9 1, £5 10s. per © S ivedk ox fediode on aciae |o cation to the o Ow Auction aww Bed (established ‘ o>; . ‘ hold several important Sales 


ap) 
p- Bove rs A their Auction. Sales ce Furalture, Carpets ant her properties. ted, arranged and valued 

















